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PREFACE 


THERE are signs that the doctrine of the Trinity 
is again likely to become the battle-ground that 
it has so often been before in Christian history ; 
—the battle-ground on which the contention for 
the faith will have, for the time, to be carried on. 
And though I have several times dealt incident- 
ally with this doctrine in connection with other 
topics, I now venture to return to the subject, 
with a view to discussing some of the popular 
difficulties that are connected with it in the 
present day. In so doing I have endeavoured 
to avoid any detailed treatment of points on 
which I have already enlarged elsewhere, except 
when criticisms had to be noticed. But the 
necessary recurrence of certain main lines of 
argument, I hope, may be rather advantageous 
than otherwise, as tending to the additional 
emphasis of principles that, in my judgment, 


cannot be too often or too widely emphasised. 
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CEA bat Re 
EVOLUTION PRESUPPOSES GOD 


The term ‘‘evolution” is sometimes used of religion as if it 
superseded the necessity for revelation 

But evolution is merely a method ‘ 

And does not seriously affect the fandamental areahetie of 
knowledge or being ; : 

It presupposes ‘‘a ground reality Sse is stable and transcends 
the flux of change” : 6 : 

Some even maintain ‘‘that in the phenomenal system nothing 
is really evolved, but an idea is successively manifested 
by phenomena that have their continuity and meaning in 
the power that produces them” . : : 

‘Evolution ” therefore does not supersede ‘‘ revelation ” 

But given revelation, in what sense does its content admit of 
subsequent evolution or development 

This is a question with which spiritual experience has as much 
to do as historic criticism, and on which, therefore, the 
ancient may still help the modern mind . 


CHART TW Ril 
THE SUBJECTIVE ELEMENT IN CRITICISM 


The Incarnation is the only means by which the doctrine of 
the Trinity could be revealed. 
vil 
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And our belief in the Incarnation depends mainly on its 
adaptation to man’s nature and need. But this does not 
supersede the necessity for criticising its evidence 

All such criticism involves hypotheses, but these should not 
be unduly subjective 

Instances of this fault— 

(i) @s Holtzman 
(2) Loisy ‘ : 

Sueh criticism involves an impossible eeRncn of the en 
Testament from its historic context, the Christian Church 

For the New Testament in this respect cannot be treated like 
any other book . 0 

Accordingly critics must differ in hen SMR according 
as they possess the Christian presuppositions or not 

For the Christian critic starts with the belief that the Incarna- 
tion is a fact of history, though of history interpreted by 
faith ; which the unchristian critic denies 

Destructive ingenuity is not the measure of critical capacity 


CHAP THA 
THE TRINITY IN THE NEW TESTAMENT 


Paul’s epistles are our earliest evidence for Christian doctrine 
And they show that the distinction and divinity of Father, 
Son, and Spirit must have been taught within the first 
decade of Christian history : 
The Johannine authorship of the Fourth Gospel is now main- 
tained by a great number of its English critics 
And St. John attributes the teaching in question to Christ Himself 
Then there is the baptismal formula in St. Matthew 
We have therefore sufficient ground for believing that the 
existence of the Trinity was taught by Christ Himself 
The effect of the resurrection upon the disciples was evidently 
stupendous, and tnay well have enabled them to apprehend 
this teaching in a way that was not possible before 
The opposite opinion involves a most arbitrary treatment of 
the New Testament 
And its improbability is well eneneed’ by Pater 
Recapitulation 
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CHAPTER Iv 
THE TRINITY IN PATRISTIC TRADITION 


Patristic tradition claimed to transmit the apostolic eye-witness Page 65 


£2. Trenzeus : ; : ; F 66 
Clement of Alexandria F : ; 67 
Origen 6 z : ‘ 3 67-68 
Athanasius . : F ; 68-69 


This tradition precludes the possibility of any ain modi- 
fication of primitive Christianity by the infiltration of alien 


elements ee é ; i ; 3 70 
Parallelisms in different religions are too readily assumed to 
be causally connected. : 4 71-73 
Thus the Christian Trinity is said to be borrowed fom palin 
sources . 74 
But the critical re- Eset of fhe early date of the New 
Testament leaves no room for this F : 75-77 
And the Patristic tradition attributes the doctrine to ane Himself— 
£.g. Clement of Rome é : ¢ ; 78 
Ignatius 0 ; rei edeine : 78 
Origen ; : : : 3 79-80 
This was the tradition of a great society ; ‘ F 81 


It is clear and authoritative, and confirms the obvious evidence 
of the New Testament, that the essence of the doctrine was 
taught by Christ Himself : é é : 82-83 


Cia ber eR 
DOCTRINAL DEVELOPMENT IN THE NEW TESTAMENT 


The sense of guidance by the Holy Spirit was an essential 


characteristic of the early Church : 6 9 84 
But this guidance acted through fallible human agents : 85 
We have seen reason to believe that the essence of the doctrine 

of the Trinity was taught by Christ Himself 6 : 86 


But St. Paul and St. John clothed it in new phraseology, and 
to that extent developed it . : 5 : 87 
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This phraseology, it is suusetimes objected, involves obsolete 


modes of thought, and cannot therefore now be retained Pages 87-88 


But the terms in question were zfso facto taken out of their old 
contexts and invested with a new Christian meaning 

And the Church believed, and still believes this to be due to 
the guidance of the Spirit : : : 

While those who regard the development in question as 
erroneous necessarily deny this 5 

The result of this guidance was, in the judgment of the Christan 
Church, interpretation but not innovation ‘ 

Compare the language of Athanasius on the Council of Nicza ; 


as guarding an heirloom, and not introducing a novelty 
Recapitulation 


CHAE PE RSvi 
DOCTRINAL DEVELOPMENT IN THE FATHERS 


The Christian Fathers affirm our knowledge of God’s existence, 
but disclaim any knowledge of His nature 
£.g. Clement of Alexandria 
Origen 
Athanasius 
Basil and the two Greene 
Hilary, Augustine 
John of Damascus : : ; 
And this is not due to intellectual Agnosticism so much as 
to religious.awe . ¢ : 6 : 
They decline, therefore, to speculate on the-divine nature, ane 
appeal to Scripture and apostolic tradition 
First, in their doctrine of the Son— 
#.g. Origen 
Athanasius 
Secondly, in their docivine of the Spree 
£.g. Gregory Nazianzen 
Hilary 
Nicetas i 
These quotations are typical of the Whole eee attitude 
And they show a development of interpretative expression, 
but no new articles of belief 
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While the new terms employed commit us to no obsolete 
modes of thought 

The fathers regard Christianity as he issue of feat ate 
and not of Greek philosophy 

And the Christian Church had too intense an aaividuality in its 
early days to be seriously modified by any unchristian 
environment 


CHAPTER VII 
OMNIA EXEUNT IN MYSTERIUM 


The object of dogmatic definition was transmission, and not 
explanation - : 

Hence its largely negative Rares its refucall to all ow the 
explanation of mysteries 

Whence it is still valid for us : 

The Christian doctrine is not den a from any of the Alien 
sources that have been suggested 

Nor is its mystery any objection : : 

For natural theology is quite as much involved in mystery 

And so is physical science 

While in some degree the cochine: of the Tyinity Peay 
assists our thought 3 0 3 : 

By helping us to conceive God’s metaphysically absolute being 

And morally absolute holiness ; : 

Without which there would be no narciats basis for human 
morality é : 

In a word, the doctrine gives more meaning to Divine Peconality 


CHAPTER VIII 
PRACTICAL POWER OF THE DOCTRINE 


The doctrine of the Trinity has been intensely practical in its 
effect : : : : : 

It lineally succeeded to the highest previous conception of 
God, z.e. the Jewish 
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And involved a clearer cunception of divine holiness and human 
duty 6 
This was due not to its abstract expression by councils, but to 
its concrete presentation by Christ 
Thus it gave men— 
1. A fuller conception of the Divine Fatherhood 
2. A sense of closer communion with God, through— 
(a) The Incarnation 
(2) The Atonement 
Which sprang from the jove of the Father 
as well as the Son : 
(c) The sacraments, which have been an im- 
mense power in the world 
3. A nobler sense of inspiration in the individual 
In Scripture and the Church 
Hence the doctrine has historically proved to be ite most 
practical of powers 


CHAPTER Ix 
ITS WORTH A PRESUMPTION OF ITS TRUTH 


We have implied that the practical value of the doctrine creates 
a presumption of its truth. Is this legitimate ? j 

The distinction between judgments of value and judgments of 
truth came from Kant through Lotze to Ritschl . 

But must not be exaggerated . : 

For all judgments are ultimately bo reonal ee é. proceed from 
our whole personality 

And none more so than religious judgments 

But a person is a rational inhabitant of a rational world 

As well as a spiritual inhabitant of a spiritual world 

And his reason demands the unification of the two; and that 
what has spiritual value shall also be rationally true 

£.g. If the world is rationally ordered the value of God to 
our spiritual life’is a presumption of His existence 

Hence there is a presumption that the doctrine which under- 
lies the only religion that rationally satisfies our moral and 
spiritual aspirations must be true 
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It is objected that other religions are equally satisfactory to their 
adherents, ¢.g. Buddhism and Mahometanism 
But Buddhism rests on belief in the irrationality of the 


world . : : ; 
And Mahometanism ignores 6 rights of ae personality, as 
Stichiue 


Both alike therefore fail to satisty a eels of reason, and 
are therefore only relative, while Christianity remains the 
absolute religion ; : ; ; 


CITA PRs 
INTELLECTUAL BEARINGS OF THE DOCTRINE 


Though primarily practical the doctrine of the Trinity has also 
a speculative value 3 

Since it assists our conception of eheaite personality . 

Whose limitation by created being is only a voluntary self 
limitation , : ; ; : 

While self-limitation, as we know it, is the condition of Sole 
affirmation 

We conceive of God as Pamennent of His creation 

But also as immanent in it : : j 

To isolate the former thought leads to Deism and Agnosticism 

To isolate the latter leads to Pantheism 

But the doctrine of the Trinity unites them 

And leads us to regard the Divine Immanence as culmina- 
ting in the Incarnation . : 

This leads us to the Alexandrian or Scotist view of the Incar- 
nation, as independent of human sin 

And the Incarnation so regarded is seen to be no mere stage 
in human evolution, but the divine completion of man’s 
creation s : ay . é 3 

Which illuminates our intellects, precisely because it is a fresh 
datum for thought, and no mere speculative deduction 


of our own : : ; 3 
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CHAP CER yt 
REVELATION THE CONTINUANCE OF CREATION 


A revelation through historic events is nowadays often repre- 
sented as less spiritual, and therefore less probable than a 
revelation purely in the mind of man 

But is this true or philosophical ? a 

Since all spiritual life is mediated by material means 

Hence a revelation would eeags include both, and spread 
from a historic person 4 : ; 

But a divine interference in history is resented as contrary to 
the rest of our experience 

Yet each stage in creation is an innovation on past experience 

And the Incarnation is a new stage in creation introducing 
‘a new creature ” : : 

The teleological question ‘‘ Why man exists” cannot be set 
aside ; and this points to the probability of such a revela- 
tion as the Incarnation 

We cannot always judge the past by ihe mrecert 

And a revelation in the past would necessarily be adapted to 
the modes of thought in the past ; as 

Eg. The Messianic expectation 
Miracles 
The conception of the sees 2 

While its present appeal to us is through the Chars now 

living in the world 


CHAPTER XII 
RECAPITULATION AND CONCLUSION 


The teleological view of the world, though at times eclipsed 
by the mechanical view, can never lose its supreme interest 
for man : ; ‘ ; 5 

And it is with teleological presuppositions that we approach 
the evidence for the Christian revelation , 
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The Christian creed, moreover, does not reach us first as a 


XV 


doctrine, but as a society of whose life it is the explanation Page 240 


And by the character of whose members it is commended to us 

It is thus seen to be a force which enables the highest realisation 
of human personality : 6 

And a realisation of which the initiative is not human but 
divine . F ‘ ; : ; 

And the specific evidence tor the truth of the Christian revela- 
tion is further fortified by the answer which this realisation 
affords to the teleological question—‘‘ What is the end of 


meehauiyes 


IPL SEReArLVE SN OTES 


Nore 1. THE TRINITY A REVELATION 

Notr 2. THE SociaL NATURE OF PERSONALITY 
Note 3. THe ARGUMENT FROM WoRTH TO TRUTH 
NOTE BUDDHISM 
NOTE MAHOMETANISM. 
NOTE THE PATRISTIC VIEW OF DIVINE IMMANENCE. 


REALITY . ; 


eS aa ON Ce 


NOTE 


241-242 
243-245 


246-247 


248-252 


Cle Wars te anerdl 
EVOLUTION PRESUPPOSES GOD 


Ir is now more than the proverbial sixty years 
since Newman startled the University of Oxford 
with his famous sermon on the development of 
Christian doctrine, in which he not only spoke of 
dogma as being “evolved” with “ effort, hesita- 
tion, suspense, interruptions, swayings to the 
right and to the left,” but also pointed out what 
we should now call the dialectical nature of the 
process. ‘One proposition necessarily leads to 
another,” he says, “and a second toathird; then 
some limitation is required; and the combination 
of these opposites occasions some fresh evolutions 
from the original idea.” His philosophic insight 
had detected in his own department of study 
the working of the general principle, whose 
recognition was already in the air, and which was 


subsequently destined to revolutionise the whole 
Ech B 
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thought of the age; and although it was the 
men of science and their philosophical exponents 
who made the principle in question public pro- 
perty, it was a theologian that proclaimed it 
first. Thus it will be seen that the conception of 
evolution is no alien importation from another 
region into the history of theology, but was inde- 
pendently suggested by that history itself; but 
what sixty years ago seemed to many minds a 
questionable novelty has in the interval between 
that time and this become an accepted common- 
place. Evolution has become the favourite cate- 
gory of theday. Organisms, institutions, customs, 
arts, sclences, societies are all studied by the 
historic method in the light of their development. 
And the same principle has naturally come to 
be applied to religious practice and belief, with 
the result that we are continually confronted with 
discussions of the evolution of religion in general, 
as well as of its various details—ritual, prayer, 
sacraments, ideas of God. 

We have no need now, therefore, to contend 
for the due recognition of growth and progress 
in religious history. Our danger lies in the 
opposite direction, lest this recognition be pressed 
too far. For the admitted fact that Christian 
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doctrine has undergone some kind of develop- 
ment is now frequently utilised to assist in 
explaining away the doctrines of the Trinity and 
the Incarnation. Christ, on this view, was merely 
a good man, with exceptional or unique religious 
insight; who was first glorified, then vaguely 
deified in an age of easy deification, by His 
disciples or their immediate successors, and 
finally under the influence of Greek philosophy 
enshrined at the heart of the Christian creed as 
very God of very God. There is, of course, no 
novelty in this opinion: it is the old unitarian 
position. But what is novel is the assistance 
which it professes to derive from our modern 
insight into the process of evolution. The entire 
Christian creed is regarded as evolved. But 
evolved from what? From a beginning in which 
on this hypothesis the germ of the subsequent 
development was distinctly not contained. Hence 
there could be no true evolution of thought in 
the case. For at an early stage in the process 
a reversal of the truth, a falsification of fact, must 
have taken place by which a mere man came to 
be regarded as God. And it was this falsehood, 
and not the fact behind it which was subse- 
quently developed. We cannot, therefore, allow 
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the falsification cf fact to be vaguely slurred 
over as if it were a stage in a natural process 
of development. For all true evolution is the 
gradual unfolding of a germ, and is characterised 
by unbroken continuity. An acorn can only be 
developed into an oak, and not into a butterfly 
or a bird; and-a truth into ats’ consequences, 
but not its contradiction. When, therefore, men 
speak thus of the evolution of the Christian 
creed, we must insist that if the germ of the 
process is supposed, as it usually is supposed, to 
be the life of Christ, then the term evolution is 
not used in its scientific sense, and simply covers 
a confusion of thought. While, on the other 
hand, if the term is restricted to its proper sense, 
as the unfolding of a germ, then that germ is not 
the life of Christ, but its subsequent falsification. 
The evolutionary process cannot begin till the 
supposed mistake which it develops has been 
already made. To say this is merely to assert, 
in a particular context, what various philosophical 
writers have taken occasion to point out of recent 
years, that evolution is merely a method, and 
originates and can originate nothing. Whatever 
we find existing at the end of an evolutionary 
process must have existed potentially, that is to 
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say in germ, at its beginning. The term evolu- 
tion cannot be utilised like the handkerchief of 
a conjuror, under cover of which to substitute 
for one object another that is totally different in 
kind. 

The fact is, that in becoming popular the 
conception of evolution has become very vague, 
and is commonly supposed to cover much more 
ground than is actually the case. Before, there- 
fore, considering the question of its application 
to Christian doctrine, it may be well to make a 
few remarks upon evolution in general, which we 
will endeavour to support by quotation that we 
may be seen not to speak without book. 

A recent philosopher, speaking of the theory 
of knowledge, writes to the following effect : — 

“Tn the first place, while the theory of mental 
development enables us to reach a more adequate 
doctrine of self, it does not affect the funda- 
mental relation that exists between the know- 
ing subject and its objective content. Again, 
although the theory of development enables us 
to trace the genesis of such categories as space, 
time, and cause in the growing consciousness, it 
does not affect the final form of these categories 


or the relation they bear to the cognitive process. 
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In short, there is no fundamental condition or 
relation of knowledge that is materially affected 
by the notion of evolution; but these conditions 
and relations remain relatively stable through the 
flux of change in which development works out 
its results. From a deeper metaphysical point 
of view it is the concept of evolution itself that 
must submit to the determination of knowledge, 
for it will be found that in so far as it becomes 
epistemologically necessary to ground relative 
processes in an absolute experience, just so far 
will it become necessary also to connect the 
evolutionary aspect of the world itself with a 
ground reality that is stable and involves the 
flux of change only as transcending and includ- 
ing it. 

‘Great, therefore, as has been the part which 
evolution has played in moulding the scientific 
conceptions of the time, it cannot be said with 
truth that it has seriously affected the funda- 
mental problems of knowledge. The conditions 
of knowledge and its relation to experience remain 
substantially as they have been since the time of 
the Greeks, and as they always will be till some 
radical change is affected in the knowing activities 
themselves. This is not likely to happen, least 
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of all through any possible extension of the 
concept of evolution.” ! 

Two points are here to be noticed. First, that 
“the theory of mental development does not 
affect the fundamental relation that exists be- 
tween the knowing subject and its objective 
content.” A man, for example, knows more of 
the world than a child; but for both alike the 
world exists over against them, as the condition 
of its being known. And unless it already existed 
in this relation to them their growth in know- 
ledge could never begin. Or, again, a scientific 
specialist knows more of his particular department 
of study than an ordinary man; but only because 
the department already exists as part of an in- 
telligible universe, ready to be known. Or, to 
change the illustration, the gradual develop- 
ment of our telescope and improvement of our 
astronomical methods has immensely increased 
our knowlege of the stars; but only because the 
stars exist, and in a cosmic order which renders 
them fit objects of observation. In every case 
alike the fundamental relation to this “ objective 
content” is what makes the development of the 
subject or organ possible. Knowledge could not 


1 Ormond, Foundations of Knowledge, p. 19. 
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have been devcloped apart from an intelligible 
universe or telescopes evolved apart from stars. 
In other words, the evolution of knowledge pre- 
supposes a relation to an object which is itself 
independent of and unaffected by the evolutionary 
process. Or, to phrase it differently, it is an 
intellectual process taking place within an intelli- 
gible whole, and dependent for its possibility on 
the pre-existence of that intelligible whole. The 
second point is the necessity for ‘a ground reality 
that is stable and involves the flux of change only 
as transcending and including it.’ This—which 
is only the counterpart, in the field of being, of 
what we have just considered in the field of know- 
ing—was plainly recognised and clearly stated 
both by Plato and Aristotle, and has never since 
been denied by any philosophy that is seriously 
worthy of the name. ‘“Actuality,” as Aristotle 
puts it, ““must precede potentiality.” 

What this means is, that we cannot possibly 
conceive a literally universal evolution. We can- 
not possibly conceive a passage from not-being 
to being, as the Greeks phrased it, or from 
potential to actual existence except through the 
operation of some energy which is already actual, 
before the process in question begins, and adequate 
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to produce every result in which such a process may 
ultimately issue. We can conceive actual being 
giving rise to contingent being, however unable 
we are to trace the mode of the occurrence. But 
to reverse the process, and speak as if the totality 
of actual being had been gradually evolved, is to 
use words that convey no shadow of meaning ; 
it is literally to talk nonsense. If, therefore, we 
employ the term universe to signify the sum 
total of all being, we can conceive development 
within the universe, but never of the universe. 
And this does not mean that such a process, 
may have taken place, though we cannot picture 
it; but that, if the laws of human thought are 
valid, such a process cannot possibly have taken 
place. 

Moreover, what is true in this way of the 
whole, is true also of its parts. No result, that 
is to say, can be attained by any partial pro- 
cess of evolution which is not already contained, 
ideally or actually, in the ground reality of the 
whole. No lower form of existence can develop 
into a higher, except through the competence of 
the ground reality to produce the higher form. 
The seed which we describe as a potential tree 
or flower is packed with that potentiality from 
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the beginning of its existence, and its component 
atoms are in well-known phrase already ‘‘ manu- 
factured articles.” We sometimes, for example, 
hear vague thinkers speak as if during the evolu- 
tion of organic life animal instinct had been 
developed, pvoprio motu, into human reason ; 
blind giving rise to conscious purpose. But no 
such thing as blind or unconscious purpose is 
conceivable; it is only another name for purpose- 
less purpose, a plain contradiction in terms. In- 
stinctive action, like the weaving of the spider, 
or the building of the bee, purposive action— 
that is to say, of whose purpose its immediate 
agent is apparently unconscious, must imply con- 
scious purpose in the ground reality behind the 
immediate agent. Thus if instinct ever even 
appears to pass up into reason, it can only be 
because it is already itself the product of reason. 
And the same thing is true of all analogous cases 
of what is called evolutionary progress. Deists 
of the eighteenth century viewed the world as a 
machine which, when once set going, continued 
to work of itself; and this fallacy has sometimes 
re-appeared among writers on evolution. Where- 
as in fact the action of secondary causes cannot 
be conceived at all without constant relation to 
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primary causation; and we are compelled there- 
fore to regard every moment of an evolutionary 
process as equally related to its ground reality. 
The recognition of this fact has indeed led 
many independent thinkers to deny altogether 
the physical derivation of one species from another 
by a process of evolution; and to see in the 
resemblances between species indications not of 
a physical, but of an ideal or rational connection. 
One might illustrate this view from what takes 
place in the case of human workmanship. When 
we see specimens of any art or craft chrono- 
logically arranged in a museum, we notice that 
the greatest transformations have usually been 
effected by numerous gradual modifications and 
improvements; so that the beginning and end of 
any series of objects are connected by a number 
of intermediate links, each of which represents a 
slight advance upon its predecessors. This may 
easily be seen, for instance, in the history of 
musical instruments, or weapons, or industrial 
machinery, or means of locomotion, or means of 
navigation, or instruments for measurement of 
time. But there is no question of physical con- 
nection between the individual objects; a spinet 


never grew into a pianoforte, nor a flint-lock into 
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a breech-loader; the connection is ideal through 
the mind of man; and the evolution of the later 
from the earlier forms has from first to last been 
purely rational. In the same way it is at least con- 
ceivable that the resemblances between species, 
which have been supposed to argue the physical 
derivation of one from another, really represent 
an ideal sequence in the ground reality. But 
whether we adopt this particular view of evolu- 
tion or no—which is immaterial to our present 
purpose—it is essential to remember that every 
stage or moment or member of any evolutionary 
process must be conceived as equally related to 
its ground reality. 

The following quotation from another philo- 
sophic writer upon Theism illustrates this well :— 

“Consider the production of a piece of music, 
say a symphony. The later parts are neither 
made out of the earlier parts nor produced by 
them; but both earlier and later parts are sub- 
ject to a common musical conception and law, 
and root in a causality beyond themselves. If 
now we should ask respecting any particular note 
whether it be a special creation or not, the answer 
must be both yes and no, according to the stand- 


point. It is not a special creation in the sense 
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of being unrelated and lawless, for each note is 
subject to the plan of the whole. It is a special 
creation in the sense that, without a purpose and 
activity including the special note, it would not 
exist. Again, in such a production nothing would 
be evolved out of anything, but a musical con- 
ception would be successively realised. The 
antecedent notes would not imply the later as 
their dynamic resultants, but both antecedents 
and consequents would be produced by the com- 
poser and player in accordance with the idea. 
The continuity of the performance would be only 
in the idea and the will and purpose of the per- 
former. The same conclusions hold for any 
conception of the universe as phenomenal. In 
that case its evolution is but the successive mani- 
festation of the causality beyond the series ; and 
the phases of the evolution have no dynamic 
connection among themselves, any more than the 
successive musical notes. Each, however, is or 
is not a special creation, according to the stand- 
point. As subject to the law of the whole, it is 
not special. Asa specific and concrete fact, it is 
special. In the phenomenal system, nothing is 
really evolved, but an idea is successively mani- 


fested by the successive production of phenomena 
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that have their continuity and meaning only in 
the power that produces them. These considera- 
tions show . . . how ambiguous the alleged fact 
of evolution is. It was assumed as a matter of 
course that the cosmic causality lies within the 
cosmic series, so that the temporal antecedent 
dynamically determines and _ produces the 
temporal consequent. This view metaphysics 
definitely sets aside. The causality of the series 
lies beyond it; and the relations of the members 
are logical and teleological, not dynamic.” ? 

Now this ground reality, on which philosophy 
insists as the necessary condition of all evolution, 
is of course only the abstract expression of what 
Theists mean by God; and we have made the 
foregoing quotations with a view to emphasise 
the fact that evolution, regarded merely in the 
light of philosophy, so far from superseding, only 
intensifies the necessity for its reference to God. 
It originates nothing, it invents nothing, it causes 
nothing. It is only a name for the gradual way 
in which God’s purposes are unfolded in the field 
of existence; and the gradual way whereby in 
the field of knowledge they come to be recognised 
by man. 


1 Bowne, Zhedsm, p. 107. 
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To return to the region of religion and theo- 
logy : we are very familiar by this time with the 
attempts that have been made to explain away 
the truth of our idea of God, and therewith the 
value of all those institutions and customs that 
spring from our belief in His existence and go 
to make up religion, on the ground that all these 
things have been evolved from crude and ele- 
mentary beginnings, and cannot really rise above 
the level of their origin. But the fallacy of this 
appeal to evolution will be obvious after what 
we have said above. There were materialists 
in the days of Plato, and there have been mate- 
rialists ever since. But the modern materialist 
gains no advantage over his ancient congener 
by using the category of evolution, since, as we 
have seen, it explains no origins, and therefore 
cannot help his case. The superficial—the very 
superficial—notion that it does so arises simply 
from the vague feeling that what could not 
happen in a moment might happen in a very 
long time; whereas the metaphysical necessity 
by which all evolution presupposes its ground 
reality is obviously independent of time. Or, to 
put it in other words, the length of evolutionary 
process cannot affect the preliminary condition 
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without which : could never have begun. We 
may dismiss, therefore, from any further con- 
sideration this crude misconception that evolution 
makes it easier to explain away the objects of 
religion and theology. But there is a question 
of religious importance that is raised by our 
modern study of evolution. As Christians we 
believe in a revelation; we believe ourselves to 
possess certain truths as revealed, which we could 
have obtained in no other way. And the ques- 
tion arises whether revealed truth can admit of 
subsequent development or no. The doctrine of 
the Trinity, for instance, confessedly underwent 
development, as regards the language in which 
it was expressed; by the adoption, for example, 
of such terms as substance, person, eternal 
generation, circumincession, double procession. 
And such novelty of language implies some de- 
gree of novel thought. Moreover, the language 
and thought were originally Greek, and arose 
from the necessity of correlating the doctrine in 
question with the philosophy of the age. What, 
then, was the original germ of this process of 
development? And was the development itself 
so far legitimate, inevitable, and necessary that 
its result may still be called revealed truth? 
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Or was it merely a human accretion, due to the 
temporary dominance of modes of thought which 
are now obsolete, and which must be stripped 
away if we would rediscover the original nucleus 
of revelation, which it has rather tended to obscure 
than to elucidate. Such are the questions with 
which we have now for some time past been 
confronted ; and we propose to consider them in 
relation to the doctrine of the Trinity, with which 
that of the Incarnation is of course inseparably 
involved. 

But before proceeding further it may be well 
to call attention to the common assumption that 
our modern knowledge is universally greater than 
that of bygone ages, and that our opinions there- 
fore upon all subjects are more likely to be true 
than those of the men of old. In certain large 
departments of thought, such as the physical 
sciences, or archeology, or critical scholarship, 
this is of course perfectly true. But there is one 
region, and that for our present purpose the most 
important region, in which it is conspicuously 
untrue; and that is the region of religious ex- 
perience, the spiritual history of souls—their 
hopes and fears, their trials and temptations, 


their agonies and ecstasies, their heights of faith 
Cc 
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and depths of love. We too have our knowledge 
of these things, but it is distracted by a multi- 
plicity of other interests, which had not dawned 
upon the horizon of the earlier world; whereas 
the absence of such distractions enabled the 
leading minds of older days to concentrate their 
attention upon the interior life and its vicissitudes. 
We may be scientific, but they were spiritual 
specialists. Witness the fact that to them we 
turn in our hours of spiritual need—to Job, to 
the Psalms, to the Confessions of Augustine, to 
St. Bernard or St. Francis, St. Catherine or St- 
Theresa, to The Divine Comedy, The Pilerims 
Progress, The Imitation of Christ. 

Now the spiritual experience of mankind, with 
all the thoughts that it suggests, is after all the 
most important element in our total body of 
experience, of which scientific knowledge is only 
a part; while it is upon this total body of experi- 
ence, and not on any isolated part of it, that our 
general view of the world, our ultimate philosophy 
is founded. And it is this ultimate philosophy. 
that is our final court of appeal in the discussion 
of religious questions ; not what the physiologists 
or psychologists may tell us, but our view of human 
life as a whole. 
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We have grown so familiar with our own 
human nature that we are apt to think we know 
more about it than we really do. Hence men 
often take it for granted that to explain religion 
as a human invention, or to prove the life of 
Christ to be merely human, is to abolish its 
mystery and translate it into a language that 
we fully understand; whereas in fact the life of 
man, with its unknown origin and unknown 
destiny, its high capacities and tragic failures, 
its infinite aspirations and infinitesimal achieve- 
ments, its strange intermixture of grandeur and 
meanness, of sanctity and sin, is the greatest 
mystery within our experience. Grande pro- 
fundum est homo, and to say that a thing is 
human is to say that it is mysterious. Moreover, 
the heart of this mystery does not lie in the 
region of any of the sciences, in which we have 
made so much progress of late, but in that of 
religion and ultimate philosophy. The historical 
study of Christianity, for instance, and the criti- 
cism of its documents, leads us back in the end 
to our views of the probability of a revelation, 
and of the congruity of an incarnation with our 
needs, problems whose solution is little affected 
by our wider knowledge of the external world 
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but much by the interior experience of our race. 
On these points, therefore, we should bear in 
mind that we may still have much to learn from 
those who have gone long before us in the ways 
of the spiritual life. 


Crp eearerine. || 
THE SUBJECTIVE ELEMENT IN CRITICISM 


Aut Theists would naturally admit that behind 
what we call the gradual evolution of religious 
ideas in the course of history there has been a 
divine element at work, an element of revelation. 
This is indeed only a corollary from the relation 
which we have seen that all processes of evolu- 
tion must bear to their ground reality. But the 
mind of man does not act unerringly ; it is liable 
to indolence and prejudice and presumption, and 
many other indefinite sources of error, partly 
intellectual, partly emotional and moral. Hence 
we cannot speak of the evolution in question 
as simply the human reflection of a divine revela- 
tion, because it is always a distorting reflection ; 
the revelation struggling, if we may so say, for 
expression with the sinful personality by which it 
is continually being distorted and misread. And 
it is this fact that gives a superficial plausibility 
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to the contention that the whole process is merely 
one of human evolution. The human element 
in it seems so much more obvious than the divine. 
But in the Incarnation, as Christians regard it, all 
this is changed. 


He, the Truth, is too 
The Word.” 1 


God Himself speaks to us through a sinless 
human nature, which as such has no deflect- 
ing or distorting bias, and the result is a revelation 
which differs not only in degree, but in kind, from 
all that had gone before it. And it is only from 
such a revelation that we could possibly receive 
such knowledge of God’s nature as is contained 
in the doctrine of the Trinity. 

“God having of old time spoken unto the 
fathers in the prophets, by divers portions and 
in divers manners, hath at the end of these days 
spoken unto us in His Son, whom He appointed 
heir of all things, through whom also He made 
the worlds; who being the effulgence of His 
glory, and the very image of His substance, and 
upholding ail things by the word of His power, 
when he had made purification of sins, sat down 
on the right hand of the Majesty on high.” 


1 Browning, Ring and the Book. 
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It is a stupendous belief, we admit, but at 
the same time one which illuminates the equally 
stupendous mystery of man’s original creation. 
For if man’s life were limited to this world, he 
is immeasurably over-endowed for the petty part 
he has to play, whereas in the light of the Incar- 
nation his original creation is at once adequately 
justified. 

It is thus by our ultimate philosophy, founded 
largely, as we have seen, upon the analysis of 
man’s spiritual nature and needs, that our accept- 
ance of the Incarnation is mainly determined. 
And of that nature and its needs men like 
Athanasius and Augustine were, to say the least, 
as competent judges as any modern critic. But 
this philosophical predisposition does not, of 
course, supersede the necessity for scrutinising 
the historical evidence on which the fact of the 
Incarnation claims to rest, especially at a time 
when the whole of that evidence is being critically 
attacked. Indeed, the Christian would naturally 
be more anxious than any other man to sift the 
grounds of his own belief; in proportion as it 
stands for more to him than to any other man; 
it is his light, his hope, his life, his all; and he 
must needs “give a reason for the faith that is in 
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him.” It must not be supposed, therefore, that 
criticism necessarily moves in one direction only. 
Its ultimate results may be constructive and posi- 
tive, as well as negative and destructive. 

But as construction necessarily involves the 
criticism of its negations, and as those negations 
were never more acutely and ably urged than in 
the present day, we must direct our attention to 
them for a while. 

In the first place, it must be remembered that 
all attempts to bring bygone history in its living 
reality before us involve recourse to a certain 
amount of hypothesis. And this is pre-eminently 
the case with the New Testament. Lacunz in 
it have to be filled, conflicting statements recon- 
ciled, probabilities estimated, evidence balanced, 
authorities appraised. And all this involves 
the frequent employment of hypothesis. No 
objection, therefore, can lie against the Christian 
apologist for meeting the hypotheses of adverse 
criticism by answers that are also in part hypo- 
thetical, since such is the necessity of the 
situation. 

At the same time hypotheses are always 
in danger of being coloured by a subjective 
element, an element due to the mental idiosyn- 
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crasy of their particular employer. And as the 
object of historical criticism is to reconstruct 
what actually happened, its constant aim must 
be to minimise this subjective interference as far 
as possible, and, in cases where it cannot be 
wholly avoided, to keep its true character con- 
stantly in mind. Whereas neither of these duties 
do we always find adequately practised in the 
present day. Cases will readily occur to anyone 
at all familiar with the subject, in which personal 
opinion has run reckless riot under the guise of 
scientific criticism, and others in which “ facts” 
are quoted with a naive unconsciousness of how 
much theory they involve. But one or two 
illustrations of the point may be of use as giving 
it more concrete reality. 

For example, to take an instance which is 
typical of countless others, an eminent critic,’ 
after contrasting the sermon on the mount with 
a passage in one of the Johannine discourses, 
says, “It is a psychological impossibility that 
these two things should have proceeded from the 
same person.” This has all the air of a scientific 
statement; but mark what the assertion involves 
—the adequate capacity of the critic to judge 


1 ©, Holtzman. 
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what was or was not possible in another 
person’s mode of thought and speech. Now 
we should hardly be disposed to concede such a 
degree of insight to the ablest of critics in a case 
where the person criticised was a man of supreme 
genius like Plato, or Shakespeare, or St. Paul ; 
for it is the characteristic of such men to baffle 
ordinary expectation, and scatter the prosaic tests 
of weight and measure to the winds. But would 
any man with the faintest reputation for sanity 
to maintain, claim this insight if he believed the 
person in question to be God Incarnate, or even 
possibly to be God Incarnate? Obviously not. 
It is plain, therefore, that the Incarnation had 
been ruled out of court before the assertion in 
question was made. Its impossibility or its non- 
occurrence had been taken for granted. But the 
point to notice is that this negative assumption is 
not explicitly put forward. On the contrary, the 
criticism in question is enunciated as if it-were a 
declaration of psychological science, and is sub- 
sequently used to discredit the historical character 
of the Fourth Gospel, one of the great evidences, 
that is to say, of the Incarnation ; whereas, we see, 
the only possibility of its being made by a sane 
man at all depends on his having previously 
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denied the occurrence of the Incarnation. In 
brief, an argument is used to disprove the Incar- 
nation which presupposes that there never was 
an Incarnation. It is a simple and transparent 
instance of what logicians call begging the ques- 
tion (fetitio princtpit). 

Or take another illustration from a writer who, 
though a Christian apologist, is affected by the 
same subjective temper in his criticism.’ There 
is the well-known passage in St. Matthew and 
St. Luke on the mutual knowledge of the Father 
and the Son, followed in St. Matthew by the 
great invitation: ‘Come unto Me, all ye that 
labour and are heavy laden, and I will give you 
rest. Take My yoke upon you, and learn of Me.” 
This passage, apart from its intrinsic value, 
enshrined as it is at the heart of our Christian 
worship, is critically important on account of its 
close parallelism to, and consequent confirmation 
of, the language in the Johannine discourses, It 
is now said to be a reminiscence, and by one 
writer ‘“‘a massive and close utilisation” of the 
last chapter of Ecclesiasticus. On the closeness 
of this connection, especially as regards the former 
part of the passage, there may perhaps be two 
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opinions; but we will not pause upon this point, 
but pass on to notice how our critic deals with 
the whole passage. 

‘Ie is: “ditticul®, tee seeminl ity pee sayisy md 
literally exact expression of a declaration made 
by Christ to His disciples, since it is not easy 
to admit that Jesus would, in a spontaneous 
prayer or discourse, have chosen to imitate 
Ecclesiasticus.” ‘It is very probable that, not- 
withstanding its occurrence in two Gospels, the 
text, in its present form at least, is a product of 
Christian tradition.” Now, so far from its not 
being easy to admit, we find Christ continually 
utilising the language of the Old Testament, 
from His first conquest of temptation to His last 
words upon the cross. He lives in its atmo- 
sphere and breathes its spirit. He quotes it, 
argues from it, appropriates it again and again. 
And it may well be, therefore, that He was here 
employing the phraseology of Ecclesiasticus, but 
with a profound and significant alteration which 
makes the word “ imitation ” wholly inappropriate 
to the case. The son of Sirach confesses with 
what prayer and diligence he has acquired 
wisdom, and proceeds to invite others to share 
what he has gained. 
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“Draw near unto me, ye unlearned, and lodge 
in the house of instruction. . . . Put your neck 
under the yoke, and let your soul receive instruc- 
tion: she is hard at hand to find. Behold with 
your eyes that I laboured but a little, and found 
for myself much rest.” 

Contrast the whole tone of this with the 
language of St. Matthew. ‘All things have 
beens delivered unto “le of “My Pather. 
neither doth any know the Father save the Son, 
and He to whomsoever the Son willeth to reveal 
Him. Come unto Me, all ye that labour and are 
heavy laden, and I will give you rest. Take My 
yoke upon you, and learn of Me. ... For my 
yoke is easy, and My burden is light.” If the 
phrases here used were suggested by Ecclesi- 
asticus, their incidence is completely changed. 
Christ does not speak as the student, but as the 
source—the personal source of wisdom, and of 
the rest which it conveys. And the use of the 
old language, with this change of application, is 
the very best means that could have been chosen 
to emphasise the fact that He taught “with 
authority, and not as the scribes.” And yet this 
tremendous transformation is called an imitation 
of the earlier passage, such as Jesus would not 
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have chosen to make! And on the strength of 
this hypothetical improbability we are asked to 
sutrender the authenticity of a passage which is 
of the utmost theological importance. We wel- 
come scientific criticism ; but this is not scientific 
criticism. For when a man of science invents 
a hypothesis, it is that he may afterwards verify 
it by comparison with facts; and he never pro- 
ceeds to base further reasoning upon it until 
after it has been verified. But here“no such 
verification is possible. The judgment remains 
subjective from beginning to end; and yet in all 
its subjectivity it is used as a basis for attaining 
further critical results. 

We have chosen these two instances as both 
bearing on the Fourth Gospel, which we shall 
subsequently have to consider. But they are 
specimens not only of many others, but of an 
entire method which is far too freely employed 
and too readily admitted in modern criticism. 
Dr. Newman, in an interesting passage written 
more than thirty years ago, contrasts the opinions 
of a number of expert writers on the early history 
of Greece and Rome, and asks, ‘Why do they 
differ so much from each other whether in their 
estimate of . . . testimonies, or of . .. facts? 
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Because that estimate is simply their own, com- 
ing of their own judgment; and that judgment 
coming of assumptions of their own, explicit or 
implicit; and those assumptions spontaneously 
issuing out of the state of thought respectively 
belonging to each of them; and all these succes- 
sive processes of minute reasoning superintended 
and directed by an intellectual instrument far too 
‘subtle and spiritual to be scientific.” And the 
same may be said of many of our modern critics 
of the New Testament. Much of their method 
is too personal to themselves, too idiosyncratic 
to be scientific; and this is illustrated by the 
endless differences of detail to which it leads; 
as, for instance, when we find one critic con- 
sidering the history of the Fourth Gospel to be 
more genuine than its discourses, and another 
maintaining with equal confidence that its dis- 
courses are more genuine than its history. It is 
not in the face of science, therefore, but in the 
name of science that we hold such criticism to be 
of little account. 

Further, there lies behind all attempts at 
criticism of this kind a fundamental assumption, 
which the Christian Church in ages when it was 
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capable of collective utterance would have refused 
to admit, and which the great majority of Christian 
people would, at the present day, repudiate. That 
assumption is that we can best attain to a right 
understanding of the New Testament by separat- 
ing it from the society which existed before it 
and created it, and treating it like any literary 
relic which archelogy may have unearthed. 
Whereas how does the matter really stand? 
The Christian Church is an aggressive, a mis- 
sionary society, which claims to have been 
founded by God Incarnate in the person of 
Christ Jesus, and to be sustained and guided, 
amid all its human imperfections, by His Holy 
Spirit. Its mission is to invite men, as it has 
done for nineteen centuries, into communion with 
itself, in order that they may live in the power 
and die under the consolation of its creed. And 
for this work it has an equipment of ministers, 
and sacraments, sacred Scriptures, and a sacred 
day. Its Scriptures are thus only a portion, and, 
strictly speaking, not an original portion, of its 
total organisation. But at the same time they 
are inseparably connected with that organisation, 
as having been written for the use of the Christian 
Church by the most inspired of its members, 
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selected and set apart by others under similar 
inspiration, and invested with applicability to the 
souls of each succeeding generation of men by 
the same Spirit, as Christians believe, that con- 
trolled their original composition and selection. 
Such was historically the relation of the Church 
to. the New Testament till the Reformation ; but 
at the Reformation various changes occurred, In 
the first place, the unity of the Church and there- 
with the unity of its interpretation of Scripture dis- 
appeared. Secondly, the New Testament passed 
from being, as it were, the private property of 
the Church into the public possession of the 
world. And thirdly, a theory arose that the 
Church was founded on the New Testament, 
rather than the New Testament on the Church; 
that the Church existed to expound the Scrip- 
tures, instead of the Scriptures to subserve the 
Church. We need not pause to disentangle the 
good and evil which were almost inextricably 
involved in these various changes. Our present 
point is merely that they caused the Bible to be 
studied in isolation from an essential part of its 
original context; and that by an almost inevitable 
necessity of the case, since the unity of the Bible 
remained, while the unity of its historical context 
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was gone, and confusion reigned in the whole 
ecclesiastical situation. The first consequence 
of this was the investiture of the Bible with an 
undue degree of infallibility; the Bible alone 
being credited with what was really the office 
and work of the Bible and Church together. 
Hence in turn came the natural reaction, of which 
we are feeling the full force at the present day, 
in the claim of intellectual criticism to treat the 
Bible like any other book. This claim is of 
course legitimate exactly in proportion as the 
Bible actually is like any other book; but, when 
we examine the facts of the case, this is not, 
without qualification, the conclusion that they 
suggest. For what do we find? If we are told 
that the Meditations of Aurelius, or the sayings 
of Epictetus, or “any other book” is as profitable 
to read as the New Testament, we must search 
the catalogue of some large library to discover 
where they are to be found, and possibly then be 
at some pains to procure them. 

Whereas the New Testament confronts us 
at every tutn. Therevis “no -escapineswoniite 
presence. Its history is inwoven into the whole 
history of the world for nineteen centuries. 
Martyrs innumerable have attested its power, 
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and died with its language on their lips. Saints 
have spent ascetic lives, and scholars laboured 
on the study of its pages. Great intellectual 
movements have been concerned with its inter- 
pretation, Secular policy has again and again 
been profoundly modified by its existence. While, 
above all, it has been the secret stimulus of those 
countless hidden lives which have been the true 
salt of the earth and source of all its spiritual 
progress. And go where we may, and do what 
we will, it rises in evidence before us. We can- 
not travel through an English county or walk 
along a London street without being arrested 
by the sight of stately buildings which exist to 
impress it upon the world. A merchant can- 
not date a letter, nor a swindler forge a cheque, 
without implicit reference to the gospel story. 

In other words, the New Testament is an 
integral part of a great living religion, and there- 
fore lives at the present moment in a totally 
different sense from that in which Plato’s dia- 
logues or the plays of Shakespeare may be said 
to live. There is something of a fallacy there- 
fore in supposing that it can be critically treated 
quite like any other book. It is not a question 
of the lawfulness of such treatment, but of its 
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logical possibility. For in approaching any other 
piece of literary criticism, we start from common 
premises which are generally accepted, and could. 
not hope, of course, unless we did so to reach 
any generally acceptable conclusions. But critics 
of the New Testament are, by the very nature 
of their case, fundamentally divided in their pre- 
mises before ever they begin their task; for they 
either have the Christian belief in the reality of 
the Incarnation or they have it not. It may be 
said that there is a third alternative possible— 
that is, to have an open mind upon the question. 
But this is not really a third alternative; for the 
man who has an open mind in this particular case, 
is zpso facto at the time an unbeliever, since he 
cannot be basing his life upon the Incarnation in 
the Christian sense. It is not vital to him. It 
is not the cause and condition of his living as he 
does. Now this belief or disbelief must radically 
affect our judgment of all the most important 
problems which the New Testament presents. 
Hence the Christian and unchristian critic, even 
when they use common language, are not really 
upon common ground. For example, at the 
very outset they both appeal to history, and yet 
they mean by history two different things. The 
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and death and resurrection of Jesus Christ as 
equally historical facts, because they have been 
transmitted by a continuous tradition, dating 
ultimately from the testimony of eye-witnesses, 
recorded and emphasised in practically con- 
temporary documents—documents, that is to say, 
either written by or in close connection with the 
eye-witnesses themselves: the testimony of these 
witnesses being further accredited by their char- 
acter and conduct, their sobriety, their original 
slowness to believe, their subsequent readiness 
to die for their belief, and by dying to convince 
the world of their veracity and the intensity of 
their conviction. Of course the modern Christian 
reads all this in the light of what Christianity has 
been to himself and others, and is predisposed 
by his experience of a supernatural power now at 
work in the world, to accept the account of its 
supernatural initiation. But he none the less 
regards that initiation as a fact of history in the 
ordinary sense of the word—that is to say, asa 
series of events recorded by those who took part 
in them, and whose testimony for a variety of 
reasons, which Paley, among others, has so well 


expressed, is exceptionally strong. 
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Now the uncnristian critic rejects this testi- 
mony not on the ground of its weakness, con- 
sidered as testimony, but on the ground that the 
events to which it testifies are incongruous with 
our present experience or present estimate of 
what is probable—that is to say, he makes proba- 
bility and not testimony the ultimate criterion 
of historical truth; and further assumes that our 
present experience may be taken as a sufficient 
standard of all possible experience, an assumption 
which more or less vitiates all attempts to recon- 
struct the past by present lights, Silere, then, 
we have two very different conceptions of history ; 
and we may remark in passing that if the term 
“scientific” is to be applied to either of them, it 
would seem more justly to belong to the Christian, 
who appeals to facts of evidence, than to his 
opponent who qualifies his facts in obedience to 
a theory which is essentially a priorz. 

But there are now a number of critics who 
claim to believe in the reality of the Incarnation, 
and yet who seem to make some confusion be- 
tween these two views of history. They speak of 
the resurrection as a spiritual fact, and maintain 
that it belongs to the region of faith and not of 
history, on account of its supernatural character. 
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Whereas the Christian contention has always 
expressly been that when the Word was made 
Flesh, a supernatural Being entered what we call 
the order of nature with the ultimate view of 
lifting that order to a level which at present we 
call supernatural; and that the Resurrection was 
the first manifestation of this change, in the 
exhibition of a body which, while capable of human 
recognition and human intercourse, had become 
the free and unfettered and adequate organ of a 
supernatural person. Of the mode in which this 
took place we can know nothing; but our only 
reason for believing that it took place at all lies 
in the records handed down by the Church. We 
cannot therefore believe in it and yet at the same 
time disbelieve in the records on which it rests. 
And the records plainly show that the belief 
was due not to an invention of the credulous, but 
a conviction of the incredulous. True: the risen 
Christ only appeared to those who had previously 
put faith in Him, and thereby merited the further 
confirmation of their faith. But He appeared, 
not through any co-operation of their faith, but 
precisely when that faith had failed, by the sole 
operation of His own will and power. No one 
saw, or was able to see, Him until He showed 
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Himself. Such is the plain statement of all the 
accounts. The appearances, as described, were 
neither spiritual, in the sense of ghostly, nor 
spiritual, in the sense of being confined to the 
hearts or minds of the disciples. They were in 
the fullest degree objective, in our modern use of 
this term. And we cannot therefore deny them 
the name of historical, simply for being new facts 
in history, of however strange a kind. To do 
so is, as we saw above, to base history not on 
testimony, but on probability—on what we now 
think likely to have occurred. Nor must we 
for a moment imagine such a procedure to be 
scientific. For it is precisely against such @ 
priort repudiation of novelties that science has 
made all its progress, and therefore perpetually 
protests. 

Moreover, the crowning feature and climax of 
the Incarnation was Christ’s triumph over death ; 
and the mere conviction of His continued exist- 
ence would have constituted no such triumph. 
Its evidence consisted in the objective manifesta- 
tion to witnesses of His human person in its 
risen and glorified condition. And the extreme 
importance attached by those witnesses to their 
function as such, with all the further emphasis 
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laid upon it by St. Paul, can have no meaning 
but that they witnessed to a fact as having 
happened, or, in other words, as being historical. 
It was the inevitable and inseparable conclusion 
of the personal entrance of God into history 
which the Incarnation means. And the faith of 
the Christian Church is not merely faith in the 
continued presence of Christ; but also in the 
fact that this presence was originally certified by 
witnesses chosen before of God after He rose 
from the dead. 

The foregoing illustrations may suffice to give 
some notion of the part played by subjective pre- 
possessions in much current criticism of the New 
Testament. Andas arule what are called the most 
advanced critics are those in whom this element 
is largest, and who require therefore to be 
estimated with the greatest amount of caution. 
Whereas in the popular discussion of the subject 
in question, the very converse is often assumed 
to be the case; and the critic of extreme views 
is supposed to be the superior critic. This is 
merely another instance of the way in which 
eccentricity of any kind, from the fashion of a 
man’s coat to the profession of his opinions, is apt 


to catch the public eye, quite irrespectively of 
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what may be its value. And though notoriety of 
this kind does not mislead the serious student, 
it necessitates by its existence an amount of 
apparent attention on his part, which is apt in 
turn to mislead public opinion, by seeming to 
confirm its mistaken estimate. 


Clie Reel 
THE TRINITY IN THE NEW TESTAMENT 


Ir is now usual in tracing Christian origins to 
begin with St. Paul, as he carries us up to the 
earliest date. It was also usual, till lately, to 
begin with those four of his epistles whose 
authenticity and genuineness were universally 
admitted, at least by all critics whose opinions 
could be called of any weight. But it should be 
remarked in passing that this limitation is an 
extreme concession to adverse criticism. It is 
an argumentum ad hominem to conciliate critical 
opponents by meeting them on common ground ; 
but not in the least an admission that the remain- 
ing epistles or the majority of them cannot with 
reason be attributed to St. Paul, as they now are 
by all the conservative critics, as well as by some 
of their advanced opponents. Now the epistles 
in question—those, namely, to the Romans, 
Corinthians, and Galatians—were written, roughly 
43 
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speaking, before the year 60 a.p. But two things 
are perfectly plain from their contents: first, 
that there had been no fundamental change in 
St. Paul’s gospel since he began to preach, and 
therefore that what we find written in 60 A.D. was 
in its essence what he taught in 4o a.D., or within 
ten years of the Crucifixion; and, secondly, that 
this teaching was in substantial accord with that 
of James, Cephas, and John. This latter point 
is implied as distinctly as possible by St. Paul 
himself in the Epistle to the Galatians; and 
again in the Corinthians, where he says, ‘‘ Whether 
it be I or they, so we preach and so ye believed”; 
and again by the tone which he adopts in writing 
to Churches which he had not personally founded ; 
while it is further so strongly corroborated in the 
Acts of the Apostles as to have given rise to the 
Tubingen theory that the Acts was a later book, 
written with the express purpose of harmonising 
the supposed divergences between Petrine and 
Pauline doctrine. But the early date and historical 
accuracy of the Acts has been amply revindicated 
of late, and therewith the value of its evidence 
on the present point. What, then, do we find in 
these epistles ? 


Not only is Jesus Christ continually spoken of 
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as the Lord and the Son of God in an unique 
sense, ‘His own Son,” as contrasted with sons 
by adoption; but St. Paul’s entire relation to 
Him throughout these epistles is not that of a 
man to a human master, but to a Being of wholly 
other than mere human rank; through whom 
‘God will judge the secret things of men,” and 
before whose judgment-seat all men ‘“‘ must needs 
appear.” Thus the whole tone and implication 
of the epistles prepare us for the passage in the 
Romans in which Christ is expressly termed 
‘over all God blessed for ever.” And there is 
not the faintest reason for altering the punctuation 
of the passage which both our English versions 
have retained, with practically the whole of anti- 
quity behind them, though some modern critics 
have attempted to do so in two different ways ; 
affording a fresh instance of the arbitrary methods 
that we have been considering above. 

St) Paulis=precise conception; of the Spirit 
would be less easy to define from these epistles, 
as he speaks variously of the Spirit of God, the 
Spirit of Christ, the Holy Spirit, the Lord the 
Spirit, or the Lord of the Spirit, and once says 
the Lord is the Spirit. But distinct activities are 
attributed to the Spirit. ‘“ The Spirit searcheth 
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all things, yea even the deep things of God.” 
“The Spirit Himself beareth witness (aird 10 
mvedwa) with our spirit, that we are the sons of 
God?” He ‘“dwelleth in” us;—<helpeth’ Your 
infirmities,’ “maketh intercession for us with 
groanings that cannot be uttered.” We are “led 
by the Spiritvof” God”* Qursbodiesaresthc 
temples of the Holy Ghost, and “ He who raised 
up Jesus from the dead shall also quicken our 
mortal bodies through His Spirit that dwelleth 
in you.” Finally, the distinction of agency which 
is implied in these expressions is definitely re- 
cognised in the concluding words of the Second 
Epistle to the Corinthians- = iheseraces omic 
Lord Jesus Christ, and the love of God, and the 
communion of the Holy Ghost, be with you all.” 

We find, then, the distinction of Father, Son, 
and Holy Spirit being taught by St. Paul, 
presumably within ten or twelve years of the 
Crucifixion, and presumably in agreement with 
the other apostles; both these presumptions, it 
should be noticed, being of no far-fetched or 
subjective kind, but practically of the nature of 
moral certainties; and we find this by merely 
critical methods. And when we remember how 


many apostles were alive during those few years, 
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to bear witness to what they had seen and heard ; 
and how much weight was subsequently attached 
to this apostolic tradition; we cannot conceive a 
profound alteration of the Christian doctrine to 
have taken place, and that during the time of its 
first and most earnest propagation. And we 
naturally conclude that this common doctrine was 
derived from Christ Himself. 

It is possible to limit our appeal to a minimum 
of St. Paul’s epistles, for the sake of starting from 
a position which practically all accept. But when 
Christian apologists with mistaken courtesy allow 
the Fourth Gospel to be put out of court, they 
are doing more than this; for they are deferring to 
a critical judgment which as a body they do not 
accept. And it is time that this should be clearly 
recognised. For the problem of the Fourth 
Gospel has been by this time so exhaustively 
discussed that we know its every turn by heart. 
We are almost weary of the various arguments ; 
somiamiliar havesthey become. And the result 
is a definite difference of opinion, mainly due to 
religious and philosophical presuppositions. We 
have already given an instance of this in which 
the premiss of a particular argument against the 
authenticity of the gospel obviously presupposed 
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the rejection of the Incarnation. And so it is 
throughout. Disbelievers in the Incarnation 
must in some way neutralise the evidence of the 
Fourth Gospel, and may be perfectly sincere in 
doing so. But a number of Christian thinkers, 
that is, believers in the Incarnation, are now 
convinced of its authenticity and genuineness ; 
not because they have not weighed the case, but 
because they have weighed it thoroughly and con- 
sider the external evidence as strong as need be 
expected: and the internal evidence overwhelming. 
Of course, in saying this one includes among 
such thinkers many who without having pub- 
lished their views upon the subject, have satisfied 
their own minds upon it; as is abundantly shown 
by the fact that in their preaching and teaching 
they take the Johannine authorship for granted ; 
in a way that outsiders may think uncritical, but 
which is really the result of criticism. In making 
a statement of this kind it is necessary to be well 
within the mark; and therefore not to speak of 
more than ‘‘a number of Christian thinkers,” 
though probably, as far at any rate as England 
is concerned, ‘‘a great majority” would be the 


truer expression. 


Our object in saying this is not, of course, to 
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prejudice a critical question by an appeal to 
authority, but simply to show, in a compendious 
way, the weight which the conservative solution 
of that question actually possesses, without 
enumerating all the well-known arguments for 
it at length. There is, however, one argument 
on which it may be well to pause; because its 
force has been blunted in many minds of recent 
years, by what is merely a popular confusion of 
thought. We are now familiar with the fact that 
the canons and customs of Hebrew and other 
Oriental authorship differ considerably from our 
own; and that the various grades of pseudony- 
mous literature, in which a later writing is either 
produced as or incorporated with the work of an 
earlier or greater name, need not imply any dis- 
honesty either of intention or of effect. Hence 
there has arisen a vague idea in many minds 
that the Fourth Gospel may be viewed in this 
way. But this is, of course, simply and utterly 
impossible. For the Fourth Gospel stakes 
everything upon its authorship. It claims to be 
written by a witness, who had seen and handled, 
expressly because he was a witness and had seen 
and handled; the last expression, according to 


tradition, of that witness which had been the 
E 
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very heart and core of the apostolic preaching, 
uttered, as Browning phrases it, in presence of 
the thought, ‘“‘ How will it be when none more 
saith, “ll saw ° © 

This was forcibly put by Renan in the thirteenth 
edition of his ‘“ Life of Christ”; and his words 
may be worth quoting, for the clearness with 
which they put the dilemma on the point. 

‘One or other of these two alternatives must 
be true. Either the author of the Fourth Gospel 
is a disciple of Jesus, an intimate disciple from 
the earliest date ; or the author, in order to carry 
weight, has employed an artifice from beginning 
to end of his book, calculated to suggest that he 
was an exceptionally qualified witness to the 
truth of his facts. . . . We must therefore choose 
between two hypotheses: either to recognise 
John the son of Zebedee as the author of the 
Fourth Gospel, or to regard that Gospel as an 
apocryphal writing composed by an individual 
who desired to pass it off as the work of John the 
son of Zebedee. There is, in fact, no question 
here of legends, popular creations for which no 
one is responsible. A man who, to gain credence 
for what he relates, deceives the public not only 
as to his name but also as to the value of his 
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testimony, is not a legend-monger—but a forger.” 
“Moreover, this would not be the only fraud of 
the kind which the author in question must have 
committed,” he continues, since the author of 
the gospel is almost certainly identical with the 
author of the First Epistle of St. John, where 
again ‘“‘he represents himself as an eye-witness 
of the evangelical history, and a well-known man 
of high consideration in the Church.” 

Now the real weight of this dilemma lies not 
in the critical improbability that such a forgery 
could have succeeded, though that is extreme; 
but in the moral and spiritual impossibility that 
the Fourth Gospel could be such a forgery at all, 
when we reflect upon what that gospel is,—the 
spiritual gospel, the absolutely central book of 
the world’s religious history, the great literary 
sacrament of the Christian Church,—-the very 
expression of the Incarnation in terms of human. 
language ;—no faintest taint of insincerity is con- 
ceivable in such a book. 

We have enlarged upon this particular point, 
on account of its being so often obscured in 
popular thought; but, of course, it is only one 
of the many convergent arguments which confirm 
what is after all the greatest of all arguments, the 
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constant traditicn of the Christian Church that 
the gospel was written by St. John. 

But if so, the probability which we inferred 
from St. Paul becomes a certainty; namely, that 
the distinction and relation of Father, Son, and 
Spirit was taught by Christ Himself. For this 
teaching, in simple, vivid, pictorial phraseology, 
is plainly so ascribed, and can be easily dis- 
tinguished from anything which we may attribute 
to the later reflections of St. John, or the possible 
effect of familiarity with St. Paul. Moreover, the 
language of St. John, as regards the relation of 
the Father and the Son, corroborates, and is 
corroborated by the well-known passages in St. 
Matthew and St. Luke which we reviewed above; 
the far-fetched extravagance of the arguments 
against them, being of themselves sufficient to 
show how little ground there is, in sober reason, 
for their rejection; against the evidence of two 
gospels. 

Then there is the explicit baptismal formula 
in St. Matthew. It is now suggested that this 
formula does not convey Christ’s own words; on 
the ground that it sounds more technical than 
His usual language, and represents a more 
developed doctrine than He personally pro- 
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claimed; while the most primitive practice of 
baptism would seem, from its earlier records, to 
have been in the name of Christ, rather than the 
Trinity, which could hardly have been the case 
had the command in question been His own. 
But as against this it may be reasonably main- 
tained that the language is no more technical 
or developed than that expressly attributed to 
Christ, again and again, by St. John. While the 
baptism into the name of Christ need not be 
construed, and certainly cannot be proved, to 
mean more than baptism into a Christian com- 
munity, or baptism as a Christian. And had the 
original form,—the form, that is, which had all 
the weight of apostolic tradition behind it, been 
‘in the name of Christ,” it is difficult to imagine 
how or why it should have been universally 
altered. But probabilities of this slight and 
subtle kind, when so evenly balanced, hardly 
justify the rejection of a passage which has all 
the authority of the manuscripts in its favour. 
Moreover, the words are attributed to Christ 
after His resurrection—a point to which we shall 
return. 

These, then, are the most prominent instances 
of what is implied throughout the whole New 
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Testament ; every book of which speaks of the 
unique dignity of Christ, and His close relation 
to the Father, while most of them make further 
and frequent mention of the Spirit. 

Christians, therefore, have sufficient justifica- 
tion, from their own point of view, for believing 
that the existence of the Trinity was taught by 
Christ Himself. This is, of course, in direct 
contradiction of the modern opinion, according 
to which Jesus Christ only by degrees came to 
regard Himself as the Messiah, and never 
allowed even this to be proclaimed till the very 
end of His career; while, further, he was only 
preached at first as Messiah, according to the 
earlier chapters of the Acts, all else being due to 
subsequent development. . 

But this view, which is thought by many to be 
critically established, suggests various criticisms 
upon itself. 

In the first place, no believer in the reality 
of the Incarnation would dream it possible to 
reconstruct, and much less to reconstruct out of 
our fragmentary records, the inner history of the 
mind of Christ. We read that He grew in wisdom, 
and are obliged to believe in such a degree of 
self-limitation or self-emptying (xévwo.s) as would 
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enable Him to pass through a truly human ex- 
perience of life. But the degrees and details of 
this limitation are and must, from the nature of 
the case, for ever remain unknown to us; while 
any attempt to trace them, on the part of critics 
who do not believe in the Incarnation, are, it 
need hardly be said, valueless for the Christian 
mind, 

Secondly, though the character of Messiah 
was that under which Jesus presented Himself, 
as was natural, to the Jews, He coupled Uiseat 
times with an intimation of an august and eternal 
personality, uniquely related to His Father. He 
claimed to be a Son, where the highest of the 
prophets had been but servants. And He spoke, 
as reported by the synoptists, quite as plainly as 
by St. John, ‘‘with authority and not as the 
scribes” ; an authority in relation to the law, and 
the Sabbath, and the destiny of the human race, 
which would be unintelligible unless it were 
divine. It would, of course, be natural that such 
sayings should be but dimly understood during 
Inisweatthly career; -and we are expressly told 
that such was the case, and that their significance 
was only realised after He had risen from the 


dead. 
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And this brings us to another point, the effect 
of the resurrection, and of their intercourse with 
the risen Lord, upon the disciples. It is evident 
that, up to the resurrection, the disciples did not 
realise, nor could they indeed have realised, 
whatever He might say, that Jesus Christ was 
God incarnate. But after the resurrection the 
whole situation was changed. The immense 
prominence given by the apostles in their 
preaching to the resurrection must have been 
the reflection of its effect upon themselves. And 
this is no more than we should expect. The 
resurrection was a stupendous fact, the witnessing 
of it a stupendous experience which, of itself, 
must have gone far to create that wonderful 
transformation in the character of the apostles 
which the subsequent illumination by the Spirit 
confirmed. Not only those, therefore, who deny 
the resurrection, but those who palliate the 
extreme surprise of it to the apostles, leave one 
of the most important factors in the history of 
Christianity unaccounted for. That factor was 
the sudden development of courageous enthu- 
siasm in the previously faint-hearted apostles. 

Paley, it will be remembered, has drawn a 


powerful picture of the trials which the original 
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preachers of Christianity naturally had to expect, 
and actually underwent—“ labours,” as he says, 
“dangers, and sufferings, voluntarily under- 
gone in attestation of the accounts which they 
delivered, and solely in consequence of their 
belief of those accounts.” And it might be well 
sometimes to recur to Paley’s vigorous presenta- 
tion of the tremendous moral miracle herein 
involved—the common-sense view of a man of 
the world—by way of a corrective to the many 
thin and facile explanations that are now offered 
to us of how Christianity glided, as it were, into 
existence, explanations that savour much more of 
the study than the market-place, arguing more 
knowledge of books than of men. 

The change which enabled the apostles to face 
these difficulties and dangers is the greatest 
moral miracle of the early Christian Church; 
and this change must have been largely due to 
the alteration which the resurrection made in 
their whole conception of their Master. He 
whom Peter had not formerly feared to rebuke 
has now become ‘‘my Lord and my God.” This 
difference of attitude is plainly perceptible in all the 
accounts of Christ’s appearances after His resur- 
rection, constituting, as it does, one of the subtle 
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indications of their truth. And it would be upon 
this new and awful realisation of His august 
personality that the illumination of the Holy 
Spirit worked, as He had promised. ‘“ He shall 
glorify Me; for He shall take of Mine, and shall 
declare it unto you.” “All things whatsoever 
the Father hath are mine: therefore said I, that 
He taketh of Mine, and shall declare it unto 
you.” Nor ts this=all> "We read insthes cts 
that “‘He was received up after that He had 
given commandment through the Holy Ghost to 
the apostles whom He had chosen,” and again 
that ‘‘ He shewed himself . . . appearing by the 
space of forty days, and speaking the things 
concerning the kingdom of >God;” and in St; 
Luke's Gospel that “Heropened thei minds athar 
they might understand the Scriptures.’ We 
need not pause upon the question whether, when 
St. Luke wrote the condensed last chapter of his 
gospel, he was unaware of the longer period 
afterwards mentioned in the Acts, nor upon the 
suggestion of myth, which is supposed by many 
to be inheremt in the number forty, “For St. 
Luke has been proved to be an accurate his- 
torian, and had access, as he tells us, to eye- 


witnesses ; and the accounts in St. John’s Gospel 
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are to the same effect. We cannot doubt, there- 
fore, that the apostolic tradition bore witness to 
an intercourse with the risen Christ which ex- 
tended, at least, over a considerable number of 
occasions and days ; nor can we believe that this 
tradition, being that of the eye-witnesses them- 
selves, could by any possibility be incorrect. But 
our point is the subject of this intercourse— 
“things concerning the kingdom of God.” If, as 
we have been assuming, the discourses recorded 
by St. John were already lingering in the minds 
of the disciples, though imperfectly understood, 
it is reasonable to suppose that their meaning 
would acquire fuller development, when, with 
all the authority of His great change upon Him, 
Christ “opened their mind, that they might 
understand the Scriptures.” If so, the doctrines 
of the Trinity and the Incarnation, which we find 
taught at so early a date by St. Paul, may at this 
time have come explicitly home to the apostles ; 
in which case the words in St. Matthew that we 
considered above, and which are attributed, be it 
remembered, to the end of this period, may well 
have closed and summarised its teaching, and 
been, naturally and appropriately, spoken by 
Christ Himself. 
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As against this view a great deal is made by 
some critics of the absence of any express 
doctrine of the incarnation from the earlier 
discourses recorded in the Acts. But this cer- 
tainly need not imply more, and therefore cannot 
be quoted as implying more than that the apostles 
began their work by endeavouring to lead the 
Jews, in the same way that they had themselves 
been led, to recognise in Jesus the Messiah, the 
Christ. While it is obvious that St. Luke, who 
had already written his gospel, could not have 
seen anything incompatible with it, in what he 
himself records as its historic continuation. 

In fact, the conception of a merely human 
Christ, who was afterwards deified, can only be 
attained in this way by an extraordinarily arbi- 
trary selection of every passage which, if taken 
out of the context of its occurrence, might make 
in favour of such a conception, but which actually 
occurs in a context of the very opposite tendency ; 
while there is a simplicity and naturalness about 
the gospel narratives as we have them which 
should convince all, who do not presuppose the 
impossibility of miracle, that they cannot be thus 
dismembered. 


Indeed the remarks of Paley on this point are 
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as applicable to-day as when he made them, and, 
as they are becoming unfamiliar, may be worth 
quotation. 

‘Now, that the original story,” helsaysm “the 
story delivered by the first preachers of the 
institution, should have died away so entirely as 
to have left no record or memorial of its exist- 
ence, although so many records of the time and 
transaction remain; and that another story should 
have stepped into its place, and gained exclusive 
possession of the belief of all who professed 
themselves disciples of the institution, is beyond 
any example of the corruption of even oral tradi- 
tion, and still less consistent with the experience 
of written history: and this improbability, which is 
very great, is rendered still greater by the reflec- 
tion that no such change as the oblivion of one 
story and the substitution of another took place 
in any future period of the Christian era. Chris- 
tianity hath travelled through dark and turbulent 
ages ; nevertheless it came out of the cloud and 
the storm such, in substance, as it entered in. 
Many additions were made to the primitive his- 
tory, and these entitled to different degrees of 
credit ; many doctrinal errors also were from time 
to time grafted into the public creed, but still the 
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original story remained and remained the same.” 
And he adds an important consideration. 

“Among the proofs that the story which we 
have zow is, in substance, the story which the 
Christians had ¢hen, or, in other words, that the 
accounts in our gospels are, as to their principal 
parts at least, the accounts which the apostles 
and original teachers of the religion delivered, 
one arises from observing that it appears by the 
gospels themselves, that the story was public at 
the time, that the Christian community was 
already in possession of the substance and prin- 
cipal parts of the narrative. The gospels were 
not the original cause of the Christian history 
being believed, but were themselves among the 
consequences of that belief.” 

He then refers to. St) Luke's texpression, 
“Those things which are most surely believed 
among us, even as they delivered them unto us, 
which from the beginning were eye-witnesses and 
ministers of the Word.” And again, ‘“ Those 
things wherein thou hast been instructed.” 

When we compare the emphasis laid here and 
elsewhere in the New Testament on eye-witness 
with the emphasis laid in the sub-apostolic and 


subsequent ages upon apostolic tradition, it 
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becomes impossible to suppose a gap between 
the two through which any substantial change 
could have crept in. | 
Briefly to resume, then: the Christian Church 
existed and taught a gospel from the days of 
Jesus Christ, and in process of time committed 
portions of this teaching to writing, in the form 
of letters and memoirs. The especial claim of 
its earliest teachers was to have had personal 
evidence of what they taught, and the especial 
claim of their successors was to have preserved 
the substance of this evidence intact. And all 
because it was a revelation, something that had 
come to them without their asking, and beyond 
their power of imagining; yet of which, when 
once revealed, they were so certain that they 
gladly died for its sake. We have written 
evidence that this teaching included the doc- 
trines of a trinity and an incarnation as early as 
St. Paul wrote his epistles; that is to say, within 
thirty years of its origin. And it is an inevitable 
inference from his own words that the same 
doctrines had been taught by him from the first, 
that is, from a date about twenty years earlier, 
and in common with the other apostles, while 
both doctrines are attributed to Christ Himself 
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by St. John. Thése are the most salient features 
of the situation; but they are supported by 
others, into which it has not seemed necessary 
for our immediate purpose to digress, such as 
the whole character and teaching of Christ as 
depicted in the synoptic gospels, as well as 
arguments from the Apocalypse and the other 
various epistles. All point to the same conclu- 
sion—that the two doctrines in question are an 
original element of the gospel of Christ, revealed, 
that is to say, by Himself as and when His 
disciples were able to bear them, but with suf- 
ficient clearness to ensure and justify their 
becoming objects of subsequent reflection, and 
therefore of such development as reflection must 
inevitably involve. 


Gili Ee LV 
THE TRINITY IN PATRISTIC TRADITION 


WE have alluded above to the tradition by which 
the apostolic eye-witness was handed on; but 
the subject demands some further emphasis in 
view of the fact that its importance is apt to be 
very much underrated by many of the critics 
in the present day. To begin with, we must 
remember the conditions of its origin. The Jews 
were accustomed to oral teaching of a kind that 
trained them in tenacity of memory, and conse- 
quent capacity for the accurate transmission of 
details, and their standard of fidelity was ex- 
tremely high. The apostles, therefore, naturally 
taught after the manner of their time and country, 
while the matter of their teaching was what they 
had seen and heard. This teaching was further 
extended by catechists as the Church increased, 
whose oral instructions prepared the way for the 


written gospels. And from the second century 
65 F 
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onwards we find the greatest possible importance 
attached to the accurate preservation of this 
apostolic tradition, as the following quotations may 
show :— 

“We have not,” says Irenzus, “received the 
knowledge of the way of our salvation by any 
others than those by whom the Gospel has been 
brought to us. Which Gospel they first preached, 
and afterwards, by the will of God, committed to 
writing, that it might be for time to come the 
foundation and pillar of our faith. For after that 
our Lord rose from the dead, and they (the 
Apostles) were endowed from above with the 
power of the Holy Ghost coming down upon 
them, they received a perfect knowledge of all 
things. They then went forth to all the ends 
of the earth... having all of them and every 
one alike the Gospel of God.” “The tradition 
of the Apostles hath spread itself over the 
whole world; and all they who search after the 
sources of truth will find this tradition to 
be held sacred in every church. We might 
enumerate ail those who have been appointed 
bishops to these churches by the Apostles, and 
all their successors up to our days. It is by 
this uninterrupted succession that we have 
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received the tradition which actually exists in the 
Church.” 

Again, Clement of Alexandria writes as follows : 
—‘ My memoranda are stored up against old age 
as a remedy against forgetfulness, truly an image 
and outline of those vigorous and animated dis- 
courses which I was privileged to hear, and of 
blessed and truly remarkable men.” 


“Well, they preserving the tradition of the 
blessed doctrine derived directly from the holy 
Apostles Peter, James, John, and Paul, the son 
receiving it from the father (but few were like 
the fathers), came by God’s will to us also to 
deposit those ancestral and apostolic seeds. And 
well I know they will exult; I do not mean be 
delighted with this tribute, but solely on account 
of the preservation of the truth, according as they 
delivered it. For such a sketch as this will, I 
think, be agreeable to a soul desirous of preserving 
from escape the blessed tradition.” * 

Oricenmcpeakse tothe same, eflect: “Since 
many of those who profess to believe in Christ 
differ from each other, not only in small and 
trifling matters, but also on subjects of the 


1 Clem, Alex. Strom, i. I. 
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highest importance . . . it seems on that account 
necessary first of all to fix a definite limit and to 
lay down an unmistakable rule regarding each 
one of these... . For as we ceased to seek for 
truth (notwithstanding the professions of many 
among Greeks and barbarians to make it known) 
among all who claimed it for erroneous opinions, 
after we had come to believe that Christ was 
the Son of God, and were persuaded that we 
must learn it from Himself; so, seeing there 
are many who think they hold the opinions of 
Christ, and yet some of these think differently 
from their predecessors, yet as the teaching 
of the Church, transmitted in orderly succes- 
sion from the apostles, and remaining in the 
churches to the present day, is still preserved, 
that alone is to be accepted as truth which differs 
in no respect from ecclesiastical and apostolical 
tradition.” } 

“And again Athanasius :—“ There is no fellow- 
ship whatever between the words of the saints 
and the fancies of human invention; for the saints 
are the ministers of the truth, preaching the king- 
dom of heaven.... For as each of the saints has 
received, that they impart without alteration, for 


Orig. De Prin. Pref, 
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the confirmation of the doctrine of the mysteries. 
Of these the (divine) Word would have us dis- 
ciples, and these should of right be our teachers, 
and to them only is it necessary to give heed, for 
of them only is ‘the word faithful and worthy of 
all acceptation’; these not being disciples because 
they heard from others, but being eye-witnesses 
and ministers of the Word, that which they had 
heard from Him have they handed down.” ! 

The contents of this apostolic tradition which 
was the nucleus of the subsequent creeds came 
to be called the canon or rule of faith, of which 
Tertullian says that it is “descended from the 
beginning of the gospel” (ad zuzteo evangelit), 
and is ‘wholly one, changeless, unalterable.” 
And the mental attitude of the early Church 
towards it was afterwards summed up in the 
well-known Vincentian maxim, Quod semper, quod 
ubigue, quod ab omnibus : ‘That which has always 
been received, and everywhere, and by all.” 
is often taken to 


’ 


Now the word “tradition ’ 
imply a blind following of custom; but this tradi- 
tion was the very reverse of blind: it was, if one 
may so say, acutely self-conscious ; it understood 
its own character. Moreover, it reflects light 


1 Athanasius, Festal Letter, ii. 


70 THE! PRENY CH. 


back upon the apostolic teaching. Their teach- 
ing was thus preserved, because they had taught 
that it should be so; and that, again, because they 
were not transmitting theories that could be modi- 
fied, but describing facts that they had witnessed, 
and of which as witnesses they themselves were 
apart. It was of the essence of the Christian 
life to be founded on fact—the fact of the life 
and death and resurrection and teaching of Jesus 
Christ. This made that moral revolution possible 
to which the apologists continually appeal, as the 
great practical proof of Christianity. This made 
St. Paul succeed where Seneca hopelessly failed. 
And tradition simply meant the maintenance 
that these facts were facts. It is the natural 
correlative of witness, as witness is the corre- 
lative of revelation. But a tradition like this, of 
which the evidence is so plain and palpable, is 
incompatible with the kind of development which 
many critics assume to have taken place; a 
development in which alien elements gradually 
filtered into and became incorporated with primi- 
tive Christianity, till they had altered it past all 
recognition. The Christian society was too 
obviously aware of itself and its own essential 
principles for this; for it was daily making use 
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of those principles to fashion the lives of its 
individual members, and proving in the process 
their more than human power; their unique and 
utterly unparalleled ability to save men in life 
and sustain them in death, and that the death of 
martyrdom—Czhristiani ad leones. 

In fact, the history of religion often raises the 
same question that occurs, as we saw above, 
in connection with the origin of species, as to 
how far similarities of structure or function 
necessarily imply a causal connection within the 
phenomenal order. And whatever we may think 
about physical organisms, it is very certain that 
in religious history similarity does not of necessity 
imply connection, and must never hastily be 
assumed so to do. For example, it is a striking 
fact that in the records of three great religions 
we have accounts of the temptation of their re- 
spective founders—Zarathustra, Buddha, Jesus 
Christ. The accounts of the two former immedi- 
ately remind us, both by their likeness and their 
contrast, of the latter. Yet it would be nothing 
less than a critical absurdity to suppose the latter 
connected with the earlier history. The tempta- 
tion of Christ stands out as unique as His entire 


personality, and is vitally connected with the 
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whole of His subsequent life and work. We can 
never doubt, when once we have read it, that it 
actually occurred. And what of the other two? 
Stripped of their mythological embellishments, 
they must also have occurred; they could not 
have failed to occur, simply because human nature 
is what it is. Every man has to fight temptation 
on entering his life’s work, and if that work is to 
be the founding of a great religion, its prefatory 
temptation will be correspondingly great. And if 
the Buddha and Zarathustra were both historical 
personages, they must necessarily have under- 
gone some such spiritual conflicts as are recorded 
of them; similarity of situation producing simili- 
tude of experience, without any causal connection 
whatever. | 

We have quoted the above case as a very 
simple instance of a phenomenon which the com- 
parison of religions continually presents. And 
the scholar, when he meets with such parallelisms, 
in the abstract seclusion of his study, is very liable 
to be misled into supposing connections between 
them for which no real evidence exists. And 
so we are told with much confidence that the 
essential idea of our eucharist came from Mith- 
raism, and that the substitution of Sunday for 
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the Sabbath was due to the influence of a Baby- 
lonian sect; and many like things, wherever a 
correspondence of any kind can be unearthed. 
Whereas in fact the very multiplicity of such 
correspondences should of itself suggest the 
extreme improbability of their being instances 
of causal connection, rather than analogous results 
of analogous circumstances acting on a common 
human nature. 

It is of course quite true that in the course of 
time the Christian Church absorbed into itself 
many customs and practices and symbols and 
phrases that had come down from earlier days ; 
but it did so precisely in virtue of its own master- 
ful vitality, like a strong man sweeping weaker 
wills into the service of his own. And any 
reaction which these alien elements had upon 
the Church is utterly incomparable to the reaction 
which the Church had upon them. They did not 
impair its identity; but it identified them with 
itself, assimilated, utilised, elevated them to loftier 
ends than they first subserved, and fuller mean- 
ings than they first possessed. While in strong 
contrast to all those minor accidents of its 
existence, the central and essential faith of the 
Church stands out unique, positive, self-conscious, 
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appealing in evidence of its unalloyed identity to 
its continuous tradition. 

We have referred to this subject because the 
doctrine of the Trinity is sometimes explained 
away by a similar misuse of the comparative 
method. Trinitarian modes of thought have 
historically been of frequent occurrence. There 
were trinities, in the sense of threefold groups 
among the gods of India; and again among those 
of ancient Babylonia; and again in Egypt. A 
philosophic trinity occurs in Plato, and is very 
prominent in Neo-platonic thought. And it is 
an obvious suggestion that the Christian Trinity 
was borrowed from one or other of these sources, 
or from the general atmosphere into which they 
had all entered; making Trinitarianism a common 
mode of Thought. The possibility of such a 
supposition was further facilitated by assigning 
an extravagantly late date to all the writings in 
the New Testament which bear upon the point. 
For the result of this was to involve the whole 
first century of Christian history in a degree of 
darkness that allowed time for any amount of 
alien influence to invade its original creed. And 
the Pauline and Johannine writings, as we call 
them, could then be easily regarded as reflecting 
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the issue of a long process of intellectual develop- 
ment, during which the doctrine of the Trinity 
had been gradually incorporated with the primi- 
tive religion of Jesus Christ. 

But it is now a familiar fact that this radical 
attempt upon the dates of the documents in 
question has been abandoned, by all critics who 
are worthy of the name. The majority of what 
are called advanced critics concede more epistles 
to St. Paul than did their predecessors, as well 
as a much earlier date to the Fourth Gospel; 
with the embarrassing result that it becomes 
much more difficult to attribute their contents to 
development. But what is really of more import- 
ance is that, as a result of the whole discussion, 
conservative critics—those, that is to say, who, 
broadly speaking, uphold the traditional view of 
the Church on the New Testament—have felt 
the intellectual strength of their position to be 
considerably augmented. And this for two 
reasons. In the first place, the essentially un- 
scientific nature of the more extreme negative 
criticism has become increasingly apparent, from 
the number of subjective, arbitrary, and improb- 
able hypotheses that it is seen to involve. Its 
self-confidence is discovered to be unjustified by 
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any adequate solidity of argument; and its whole 
effect, as an attack on the Christian position, 
is thereby discredited. And, secondly, it has 
become abundantly clear that criticism does not 
always lead in one direction. For in the sifting 
process of critical controversy many fresh details 
have come to light which fortify the Christian posi- 
tion. To quote a single case in point: the asser- 
tion that St. Paul neither knew nor cared for the 
historic details of the human life of Jesus Christ, 
has given occasion for a searching re-examination 
of the Pauline Epistles. And the result has been 
to show the high probability, amounting to moral 
certainty, that he makes allusion to many of those 
details, and was therefore personally acquainted 
with more; while he further presupposes the like 
knowledge on the part of those to whom he 
writes, in a way to show that it must have formed 
a part of their original instruction. We are not 
here arguing this question, but merely quote it 
as an illustration of the way in which the critical 
attack has materially strengthened the confidence 
of the defence in the strength of its own position. 
The same result has occurred in relation to the 
historical accuracy of the Acts; and many other 
cases might be quoted. Thus the traditional view 
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of the New Testament can not only be retained 
against criticism, but critically retained,—retained, 
that is, by adequate counter-criticism ; and is all 
the stronger therefore for the very number of 
the attacks that it has met and answered. 

But when once St. Paul and St. John are 
restored to their traditional place, the century of 
darkness, during which alien ideas could have 
crept into the Church, disappears; and the con- 
tention of our previous chapter reasserts itself. 
That is to say, we find the existence of the three 
Divine Persons plainly recognised, at a time and 
in a way which irresistibly suggest that it was 
taught by Christ Himself. And this conclusion 
is confirmed by the rest of the New Testament. 
And it is not taught by Christ, as reflected in the 
gospels, in a way that would possibly admit of its 
being borrowed by Him from alien sources. It 
comes from Him with that note of authority 
which was ‘not as the scribes,” and is intimately 
connected with His presentation of His own 
person to the world, and with His assertion of 
His own claim to its allegiance. While it is 
repeated by St. Paul in the same way, not asa 
speculative doctrine, but as the practical and 
actual presupposition of the Incarnation; that 
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condition of the Codhead which first enabled the 
Incarnation and its consequent atonement to take 
place, and then enabled its meaning and efficacy 
to be brought home to the souls of men. And 
the continuous tradition of the Church, repeated 
by father after father was that this doctrine had 
come directly through the apostles from Christ. 

This is plainly assumed throughout the First 
Epistle of Clement to the Corinthians, near the 
end of the first century. 

‘“The apostles have preached to us,” he says, 
“from our Lord Jesus Christ; Jesus Christ from 
God. . . . For having received their command, 
and being thoroughly assured by the resurrection 
of our Lord Jesus Christ ; and convinced by the 
Word of God, with the fulness of the Holy Spirit, 
they went abroad, publishing that the kingdom 
of God was at hand.” 

Again, probably only a few years later, Ignatius 
writes to the Magnesians: ‘“‘Study therefore to 
be confirmed in the doctrine of our Lord and of 
His apostles; that so . . . ye may prosper both 
in body and spirit, . . . in the Son, and in the 
Father, and in the Holy Spirit. Be subject to 
your bishop, and to one another, as Jesus Christ 
to the Father, according to the flesh; and the 
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apostles both to Christ, and to the Father, and 
to the Holy Ghost.” 

Again, he tells the Ephesians that they are 
“the stones of the temple of the Father, pre- 
pared for His building, and drawn up on high by 
the cross of Christ, as by an engine, using the 
Holy Ghost as the rope.” 

There is no special inculcation of the doctrine 
in question, it will be noticed, in either of these 
writers; it is presupposed, assumed, taken for 
granted; with a perfect naturalness that is ex- 
tremely significant when their early date is borne 
in mind. We are undoubtedly carried back to 
apostolic times. While, on the other hand, if we 
compare these passages with the more explicit 
statements of a century later, the substantial 
identity of their teaching on the subject is plain. 
This may perhaps best be shown by a quotation 
from Origen; because Origen, as is well known, 
speculated freely, whenever he felt himself free 
to speculate; and this makes his adherence to 
tradition, on the present point, all the more 
emphatic. 

“Tt ought to be known,” says Origen, “ that 
the holy apostles, in preaching the faith of Christ, 
delivered themselves with the utmost clearness 
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on certain points which they believed to be 
necessary to every one, even to those who might 
be dullest in the investigation of divine know- 
ledge. ... The particular points clearly delivered 
in the teaching of the apostles are as follows :— 
First, that there is one God, who created and 
arranged all things. . . . God from the creation 
and foundation of the world, . .. and that this 
God in the last days, as He had announced 
beforehand by His prophets, sent our Lord 
Jesus Christ to call, in the first place, Israel to 
Himself; and, in the second place, the Gentiles. 
.. . Secondly, that Jesus Christ who came, was 
born of the Father before all creatures; that, 
after He had been the servant of the Father in 
the creation of all things—‘ For by Him were all 
things made’—He, in the last times, divesting 
Himself (of His glory) became a man, and was 
incarnate although God, and while made a man 
remained the God which He was... . that 
He assumed a body born of a virgin and of the 
Holy Spiritas .-. Then, ¢42rd/y, the apostles = 
related that the Holy Spirit was associated in 
honour and dignity with the Father and the 
Sone. 


? Origen, De Prin. Pref. 3, 4. 
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We must remember, moreover, that this 
tradition, which is so scrupulous to preserve its 
own identity, was not a thing handed on by 
merely a few individuals, but by the whole body 
of Christians. It does not really depend upon 
things like the fact that Irenzeus overlapped 
Polycarp, and Polycarp St. John; but was the 
common possession of a great society, which was 
conspicuously living in dependence upon this 
creed; and must have been transmitted by the 
lips of thousands who emphasised and consecrated 
its transmission, by the saintly lives and heroic 
deaths which were its fruit. 

Finally, we would recur to the fact, that the 
tradition in question does not date from a time 
when the origin of its content had been forgotten, 
and has nothing in common with the many 
stereotyped traditions of that kind. On the 
contrary, its express claim is to be accurately 
aware of the origin of its own content. It practi- 
cally touches the New Testament; and their 
joint evidence precludes the possibility of any 
foreign source being admitted for the Christian 
doctrine of the Trinity ; for we can trace it to its 
fountain-head. In saying this we are not, of 


course, referring to the theological terminology 
G 
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in which the doctrine was subsequently ex- 
pressed ; but to its essence, that is, the distinct 
though correlative existence and agency of 
Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. 

Moreover, this doctrine in its simplicity does 
not really resemble any of the foreign sources 
from which it is supposed to have been derived. 
We have examples in the gnostic systems of the 
kind of result produced by an eclectic syncretism 
of oriental and philosophic elements of thought, 
and nothing could be in stronger contrast to the 
Christian doctrine; it is like the difference be- 
tween fairy-tale and fact. 

In brief, then, to conclude: the Christian 
tradition is too clear and too authoritative to be 
lightly set aside; and that tradition interprets 
and confirms the obvious evidence of the New 
Testament, to the effect that the real essence of 
the doctrine of the Trinity — beside which all 
subsequent modes of its expression are of wholly 
secondary importance—-came as a revelation 
from Jesus Christ Himself. 

In the words of St. Basil: “In delivering the 
formula of the Father, the Son, and the Holy 
Ghost, our Lord did not connect the gift with 


number. He did not say, ‘into First, Second, 
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and Third,’ nor yet into One, Two, and Three, 
but He gave us the boon of the knowledge of 
the faith which leads to salvation, by means of 
holy names.” ? 


1 Basil, De Spzr. 44. 
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No characteristic of the early Church is more 
prominent in the Acts and the Epistles than its 
sense of guidance by the Holy Spirit. This 
guidance, we read in the Gospels, had been pro- 
mised by Christ Himself, and one of its especial 
objects was to be a fuller understanding of His 
own significance. ‘“ The Comforter, even the Holy 
Spirit, whom the Father will send in My name, 
He shall teach you all things, and bring to your 
remembrance all that I said unto you.” ‘ When 
the Comforter is come, whom I will send unto you 
from the Father, even the Spirit of Truth, which 
proceedeth from the Father, He shall bear witness 
of Me.” ‘I have yet many things to say unto you, 
but ye cannot bear them now. Howbeit when He, 
the Spirit of Truth, is come, He shall guide you 
into all the truth . . . Heshall glorify Me; for He 
shall take of Mine, and shall declare it unto you.” 
84 
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The more negative critics both deny the 
authenticity of these promises and regard the 
corresponding sense of guidance in the Church 
as an illusion. But the Christian, believing both 
the promises and their fulfilment, finds therein 
the key to the subsequent development of the 
Church’s life and doctrine. ‘It seemed good to 
the Tloly Spirit. and’ to us.” But to read that 
development aright we must remember both the . 
terms of this statement—“ the Holy Ghost,” the 
infallible spirit, and “us,” His fallible human 
instruments. For the history of the Church is 
the resultant of these two forces: the One in- 
spiring, illuminating, guiding; the other co- 
operating indeed, but always in some degree 
limiting the effect of the inspiration and the 
guidance, by the fact of its own inevitable 
limitations. Christians in all ages, as we know 
from their biographies, illustrated by our own 
experience, have been conscious of this dual 
control of their personal lives. They have felt 
the presence of the quickening Spirit, with a 
certainty that is beyond doubt; but they have 
also felt how His power has been checked by 
their own ignorance, unreadiness, lack of courage, 
lack of faith, and general inheritance of sinful 
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tendency. And the history of the Church is only 
the history of its individual members writ large. 
There have been lives of sanctity and ages of 
faith in which the hindering influence of the 
human medium has reached its minimum; and 
dark ages again, with wickedness in the high 
places of the Church, when the light of the 
Spirit has seemed well nigh quenched. But 
His presence may even then be detected in 
hidden lives and lonely places, and with His 
presence, His power to quicken, to restore, to 
revive. 

Our present concern, however, is confined to 
one detail of this guidance—the formulation of the 
doctrine of the Trinity, —J hevessence of that 
doctrine, we have seen reason to believe, must 
have come from Christ Himself, who alone could 
declare it with the necessary authority. For, as St. 
Thomas Aquinas truly says: ‘It is impossible for 
the natural reason to arrive at the knowledge of the 
divine persons. By natural reason we may know 
those things that pertain to the unity of the 
divine essence, but not those which pertain to 
the distinction of the divine persons” ;’ a position 


) 


in which his acute critic Duns Scotus is also fully 


1 Summa, i. 32. 1. 
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at one with him.’ Had the doctrine in question, 
therefore, originated with St. Paul or St. John, 
or any other mere man, however inspired, it could 
not have appealed to the Church as more than a 
human speculation or mystic intuition; whereas 
it has always been regarded, in sharp distinction 
from this, as a fact of revelation. But confessedly 
St. Paul and St: John clothed it in new phraseo- 
logy, and thereby brought it into a new relation 
to the thought of their age. And in so doing 
they not only initiated a process of development 
which was continued by the subsequent councils 
of the Church, but became also the two great 
authorities to which those councils appealed. 
Now the result of this process—the final defi- 
nition of the doctrine of the Trinity—has hitherto 
been accepted by the Church as authoritative. 
Whereas it is nowadays often contended that this 
definition was expressed in the terms of a philo- 
sophy that we have outgrown, implying modes of 
thought that are no longer ours, and need not 
therefore be accepted by Christians of the present 
day. Of course if we considered the councils of 
the Church to have been infallibly guided, this 
question would be foreclosed; but the Holy 


1 See Note 1. 
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Spirit acts, as we have seen, through human 
instruments, and to that extent is limited by their 
capacity. We have learned to see this human 
element in the Bible, which we no longer regard 
therefore as verbally inspired. St. Paul himself 
draws an express distinction between his own 
speech and that of the Lord; and when we read 
the history of the councils we are naturally pre- 
pared to find a similar situation in them. We 
have still therefore to consider the question on 
its own merits. 

Let us take as a particular instance the em- 
ployment of the term “ Logos,” or ‘“ Word,” by 
St. John, as being at once the most striking 
innovation of language within the New Testa- 
ment itself, and also the most profoundly in- 
fluential upon subsequent thought. The term, 
as is well known, had both Greek and Jewish 
antecedents, which meet in Philo, and probably 
met not in Philo alone but in the general 
intellectual atmosphere of which he was a repre- 
sentative product. It is linked on the one hand 
with that poetic personification of the Wisdom or 
Word of the Lord which had grown increasingly 
articulate in later Jewish literature; while on the 
other hand it mounts up through the immanent 
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or seminal reason of the Stoics to the Aristotelian 
“forms” and the Platonic “ideas,” and through 
them again to various expressions that we find 
used among the pre-Socratic thinkers, to describe 
the rationality and order of the world. St. John 
would probably have thought more of the Jewish 
affinities of the term, though in subsequent use 
its Greek aspect became more prominent. Now 
it may be perfectly true that we now neither 
personify wisdom nor hold the Platonic or Stoic 
doctrine of ideas. But this fact does not render 
the term borrowed from them obsolete. For the 
truth is that the new faith fashioned a new thing 
out of them, and that this new thing belonged 
thenceforward not to them, but to itself We 
may, to a certain extent, illustrate the case from 
the use of the term “ Messiah.” By adopting 
that name Jesus Christ set His seal upon the 
remarkable messianic expectations of the Jews, 
as being in their essence true; while at the same 
time He profoundly modified the form which 
those expectations had assumed in the popular 
mind. And when “ Christ” came to be preached 
to races that had no Jewish antecedents, this was 
virtually a new name with a novel connotation. It 
arose out of the Jewish past, but superseded and 
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transformed that past in the process of so doing ; 
showing Judaism to have been a preparation for 
a thing quite other than itself. And there is an 
analogy in this to what took place in regard to 
the term ‘“ Logos.” Its adoption justified the 
Greek tendency to ascribe the rationality and 
harmony and order of the world to divine 
ideas; and at the same time justified the Jewish 
tendency to describe those ideas in terms of 
personal agency, as the wisdom or word of the 
Lord. But while thus implying that both these 
tendencies had been moving in a right direction, 
it carried them forward to a conclusion far other 
than their own; and fashioned out of their 
language a new name for a new fact in the 
world’s history—the Incarnation of the Son of 
God. Thus the term was, so to speak, taken 
out of its old associations, to be employed thence- 
forward as a Christian symbol. And its present 
use does not commit us to agreement with the 
theories once connected with its origin, but 
simply with the Christianity to which it now 
belongs. Of course if we did not believe in the 
Incarnation the case would be totally different. 
For then it would be true, as is so often said, 
that the use of the term involved the importation 
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into primitive Christianity of metaphysical ideas 
that were not its own, and are now, in that parti- 
cular form, obsolete. But, given our belief in the 
Incarnation, the phrase involves no addition to 
that belief; but only an additional description of 
it, explanatory of its relation to the past. Its 
use is equivalent to saying, “‘ This was the reality 
which Jewish and Greek philosophy had alike 
been feeling after; and whose appearance has 
now rendered all their bygone phases obsolete, 
while absorbing the elements of truth which they 
contained into its greater self.” And as regards 
the retention of an ancient term to describe this 
fact; one might compare it to the preservation 
of an antique vestment for ceremonial use in 
church or court; it may be no longer in the 
fashion of the day, but for that very reason con- 
notes continuity with the past, and therefore 
appropriately symbolises the inner identity of 
present with bygone life. 

This then is a typical instance of what we 
mean by the development of Christian doctrine. 
It is not the inculcation of new articles of faith, 
but the translation of our original articles of faith 
into new language, to meet the requirements of 


a new situation. The existence, that is to say, 
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of the Trinity an@ the significance of His own 
advent had, as we believe, been taught by Christ 
Himself. And no addition was made to this 
revelation, nor could, as far as we can conceive, 
be made by any human interpreter. At the same 
time, we believe this work of interpretation to 
have been guided by the Holy Spirit, leading 
men to a fuller insight into the meaning of the 
original revelation, and in that sense, to new. 
truth. ‘He shall lead you into all truth.” Our 
belief, of course, in this spiritual guidance, is 
itself an act of faith, and we cannot press its 
acceptance upon adverse critics; though, for 
ourselves, we may consider it an essentially 
rational and probable faith, which we are fully 
justified in trusting. We must further bear in 
mind that the operation of the. Holy Spirit does 
not obliterate the individuality of its human 
instruments ; and we should infer from the gospels 
that there were very different degrees of intelli- . 
gence among the apostles themselves. It is 
quite possible therefore that they may have had 
very different degrees of insight into the full 
meaning of their own message. Even St. Paul 
had made a great advance in his theological 
thought, between the date of his writing to the 
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Thessalonians and Galatians, and his writing to 
the Colossians and Ephesians, while St. John, as 
we believe, produced his “spiritual gospel” at 
the end of an exceptionally long life-time, spent 
in its meditation. Even if we were disposed 
therefore to concede as a fact—which is very far 
from necessary—that some of the apostles had a 
more limited conception than others, of the scope 
of their new creed, this would be its explanation. 
It would not imply that the revelation of Father, 
Son, and Holy Spirit did not come from Christ 
Himself, but merely that some minds were slower 
than others to grasp all that this implied. The 
limitation would, in our modern use of the terms, 
be subjective, not objective. While if the guid- 
ance of the Holy Spirit was a reality, it would be 
those who saw most, and not least, in the mean- 
ing of the original revelation, that would be its 
truest interpreters. It would be quite true there- 
fore to regard St. Paul and St. John as the two 
chief creators of Christian theology ; not, however, 
in the sense of being its inventors, but of being 
its first and most inspired exponents. 


There was, indeed, at one time a tendency to 
credit the apostles, as a whole, with too complete 
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an intelligence of the original deposit of faith 
(depositum fider), combined with, and conse- 
quently obscured by, reserve in its communica- 
tion (disciplina arcant). But such a theory is 
psychologically improbable, and does not tally 
with what we know of the facts. Development 
of apprehension and interpretation there certainly 
was, and must have been, from the moment that 
Christianity passed from its Jewish cradle, and, 
claiming to be a universal, a catholic religion, 
came into immediate contact with all the intellec- 
tual, religious, and social forces of the age. For 
its attitude to all these forces had of necessity 
to be defined; an attitude which involved the 
selective assimilation and consequent consecra- 
tion of many current customs and _ institutions 
and ideas; together with the total rejection and 
condemnation of others. And in this gradual 
definition of its relation to contemporary thought 
the Church trusted to the guidance of the Holy 
Spirit. The belief in this guidance was, of 
course, as essential a part of Christianity as 
belief in the Incarnation itself; and therein lies 
the sufficient answer to all such critics as would 
draw negative deductions from the silence of 
Christ. The subjects to which Christ, as re- 
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ported in our fragmentary records, never alluded, 
or on which He laid no emphasis, were, these 
critics imagine, beyond His ken. Thus He did 
not foresee or intend the wider social and intel- 
lectual developments of His preaching. But of 
course such criticism is only part and parcel of 
the general humanitarian view of Christ’s person 
and work. In the view of the Church, on the 
contrary, the work of Christ and the work of the 
Spirit were co-essential factors in a religious life 
which was one continuous indissoluble whole. 
Christ had lived, and taught, and died, and risen, 
and chosen and commissioned human agents to 
continue His work in the world; with the express 
promise that, in so doing, they should be illumi- 
nated and supported by His Spirit; and thence- 
forth the presence of that Spirit became the very 
constitutive condition of the Church. ‘ We,” 
says Athanasius, “apart from the Spirit, are 
strange and distant from God, and by the 
participation of the Spirit we are knit into the 
Godhead ; so that our being in the Father is not 
ours, but the Spirit’s, which is in us and abides 
(ais ino ssuchwkass been the belief of<the 
Christian Church at every period of its history. 


! Contra Arian. ill, 25. 
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Now, many modern critics, as we noticed 
above, in their reconstruction of Christian history, 
entirely ignore this continuous belief of the 
Church, or rather presuppose that it is untrue, 
by representing the development of doctrine, as 
well as of other modes of ecclesiastical life, as a 
perversion of the primitive gospel. As a rule, 
this view begins with a denial of the Incarnation, 
and regards the gospel as consisting solely in 
the ethical teaching of Christ, and not in His 
personality and claim upon the personal allegiance 
of the world. All that is not explicitly present 
in that teaching—as well as much, it must be 
added, that we believe it to contain—is then 
ruled out of court, as an accretion, an unwarranted 
addition, a corruption of the unsophisticated 
gospel, by the importation of alien elements 
from external sources, whereby it was converted 
into a sacramental system and a metaphysical 
creed. 

We have already had occasion to allude to 
these and similar views in another connection ; 
and merely refer to them here to point out their 
utter incompatibility with that belief in the 
guidance of the Holy Spirit which we are now 
considering, and their consequent antagonism 
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to what has always been and always must be 
the Christian view of Christian history. It is 
important to notice this because the views in 
question are sometimes presented to us by men 
of great historical erudition, and we may conse- 
quently be liable in our just and due deference 
to their superior knowledge of historical facts to 
overlook the absolutely fundamental character of 
our divergence from their theory of history. 

For they regard Christianity as transformed 
by a succession of external forces, whereas we 
regard those forces as themselves transformed by 
the internal, assimilative power of Christianity. 
In saying this, we refer to central and essential 
doctrines, such as that of the Trinity, with which 
we are at present concerned. For it is, of course, 
undeniably true that, in the lapse of ages, many 
alien customs and opinions crept into the popular 
practice and belief of Christians, with various 
degrees of sanction from those in authority. It 
is, moreover, very difficult to trace the exact date 
and origin of these infiltrations, or to say pre- 
cisely at what point they passed from being 
useful appropriations into harmful corruptions. 
But still a broad line of demarcation can easily 


be drawn between all such cases, in which the 
H 
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play of human motives, and those often ignorant 
or superstitious motives, was obviously dominant, 
and the deliberate, authoritative, conscious, 
prayerful determination by the Church in council 
of its own essential creed. And to group such 
different things crudely together, as manifesta- 
tions of a common process, merely because in 
both cases there was an assimilation of ideas that 
were of secular origin, is an utterly uncritical 
way of writing history. 

The Christian Church, then, emphatically be- 
lieved its progressive formulation of doctrine to 
have been guided by the Holy Spirit. But, at 
the same time, it regarded this process as one of 
interpretation, and not of innovation; the adap- 
tation of its original creed to new intellectual 
situations; the fuller explanation of its meaning 
to new critics that arose; but never an addition 
to that original creed—never the imposition of a 
new article of faith. 

This is nowhere better illustrated than in the 
description that Athanasius gives of the Council 
of Nicaea; the more so in that both he and the 
council are identified with the introduction of a 
conspicuously new piece of terminology into the 
creed, Certain Arians, he explains, had held a 
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council, from which they had issued a creed with 
its date affixed. On this Athanasius exclaims: 
‘“Ursacius and Valens and Germinius and their 
friends have done what never took place, never 
was heard of among Christians. After putting 
into writing what it pleased them to believe, they 
prefix to it the consulate, and the month and the 
day of the current year; thereby to show all 
sensible men, that their faith dates, not from of 
old, but now from the reign of Constantius.” 
With this he then goes on to contrast the pro- 
cedure of the Council of Nicaea, which issued its 
decrees without any date affixed; and first, in 
making an ecclesiastical rule, to regulate the date 
of Easter, employed the phrase, “ It seemed good.” 
‘But about the faith,” he continues, “ they wrote 
not ‘It seemed good,’ but ‘Thus believes the 
Catholic Church, and therefore they confessed 
how they believed, in order to show that their 
own sentiments were not novel, but Apostolical ; 
and what they wrote down was no discovery of 
theirs, but is the same as was taught by the 
Apostles.” ? 

No words could make it plainer that Athanasius 
and the Council of Nicaea conceived themselves 


1 Athan, De Synodes, i. 35. 
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to be guarding an heirloom, and not introducing 
any novelty by their definition. And though, of 
course, a new term cannot be used without some 
suggestion of new thought, this thought was 
clearly intended to be no more than an explana- 
tion of what Christians had previously believed. 
Such was undoubtedly the view taken of the 
formulation of the doctrine of the Trinity by 
those at whose hands it took place. 

Briefly, to resume then what we have been 
saying: our belief in the Church’s guidance by 
the Holy Spirit is co-ordinate with our belief in 
the Incarnation. But our confidence that any 
given action is the result of that guidance, while 
always an act of faith which we cannot expect 
opponents to share, must vary with the particular 
circumstances of the case. Now, in the cases of 
St. Paul and St. John we believe the element of 
divine guidance to have been, so to speak, at its 
maximum, and the element of human hindrance 
at its minimum. Consequently, we believe them 
to have been divinely guided in their selection. 
of new language to throw new light upon the 
significance of the Incarnation, and therefore 
incidentally of the Trinity. This need not imply 
any theory of verbal inspiration or dictation, 
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The apostles chose their language in a human 
way, as human beings make their choice; but 
they were inspired men, and therefore they chose 
aright; they selected the best terms that the 
intellectual situation of the day afforded. And 
in so doing they took these terms out of their 
local and temporary context, and appropriated 
them to the expression of specifically Christian 
ideas ; thereby rendering their use as permanent 
as the truths that were so expressed. St. Paul 
and St. John thus became the two chief pioneers 
of Christian theology; and the fathers who fol- 
lowed them believed themselves to be imitating 
this apostolic method, under the same spiritual 
guidance ; with the sole object of further explain- 
ing what the apostles had taught. Thus the 
teaching of St. Paul and St. John constitutes a 
development of Christian doctrine, in the sense 
of being an inspired explanation of what was 
implicit, but never an addition to what was im- 
plicit in the teaching of Christ Himself. 


CTA Ee 
DOCTRINAL DEVELOPMENT IN THE FATHERS 


WE saw in our last chapter that the terms used 
by St. Paul and St. John in speaking of the 
Trinity became by that use a part of the 
permanent terminology of the Church; whose 
employment commits us to no retention of any 
obsolete modes of thought, but simply to the 
Christian creed. We now pass on to consider 
whether the same may be said of their successors. 
And, in the first place, it may be well to call 
attention to the emphatic distinction which the 
Christian fathers continually draw between the 
knowledge of God’s existence and the knowledge 
of His nature; and as this is not perhaps as 
generally known as it should be, a few typical 
quotations may be of use. 

Clement of Alexandria quotes with approval 
the saying of Plato: “It is a difficult task to dis- 
cover the Father and Maker of this universe; 
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and when we have found Him, it is impossible 
to declare Him to all; since expression, such as 
we use in other instruction, is here impossible.” 
He then himself continues, ‘‘ No one can rightly 
express Him wholly. For on account of His 
greatness He is ranked as the All, and is the 
Father of the Universe. Nor are any parts to 
be predicated of Him. For the One is indivisible 
—without form and name. And if we name it, 
we do not do so properly, terming it either the 
One, or the Good, or Mind, or Absolute Being, 
or Father, or God, or Creator, or Lord. We 
speak not as supplying His name; but for want 
we use good names, in order that the mind may 
have these as points of support. . . . It remains 
then that we understand the Unknown by divine 
grace, and by the word alone that proceeds from 
Him.” While, even in union with Christ, ‘“‘ we 
only reach in a measure to the conception of 
God, knowing not what He is, but what He 
is not.” * 

To the same effect Origen writes: ‘‘ Accord- 
ing to strict truth God is incomprehensible and 
inestimable. . . . For among all intelligent, that 
is, incorporeal beings, what is so superior to all 
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others—so unsp@akably and incalculably superior 
—as God, whose nature cannot be grasped or 
seen by the power of any human understanding, 
even the purest and brightest ?”’* 

And again, commenting on the above passage 
from Plato: 

“For ourselves, we maintain that human 
nature is in no way able to seek after God, or to 
attain a clear knowledge of Him, without the 
help of Him whom it seeks. He makes Himself 
known to those who after doing all that their 
powers will allow, confess that they need help 
from Him, who discovers Himself to those whom 
He approves, in so far as it is possible for man and 
the soul still dwelling in the body to know God.”” 

Such is the language of the two first great 
philosophical theologians of the Church; and it 
is echoed a century later by Athanasius, who is 
popularly credited rather with confidence than 
diffidence of thought : “God, Maker of all and 
King of all, that has His being beyond our 
substance and human discovery . . . made 
through His own Word... the human race 
after His own image.” * 


1 Orig. De Prin. 1. 2 Orig. Contr. Cel. vii. 42. 
3 Athan. Contr. Gent. 2. 
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“For God . .. since He is by nature invisible 
and incomprehensible, having His being beyond 
all created existence, ... by His own Word 
gave the universe the grder that it has, in order 
that since He is by nature invisible, men might 
be able to know Him at any rate by His 
works,” * 

eCrOd eens ewhenelte: waseinaking athe race of 
man through His own Word, seeing the weak- 
ness of their nature, that it was not sufficient of 
itself to know its Maker, nor to attain to any idea 
at all of God, . . . gives them a share in His 
own image, . . . and makes them after His own 
image, and after His likeness; so that perceiving 
the image that is the Word of the Father they 
may be able through Him to attain to an idea of 
the Father. * 

“ Although it be impossible to comprehend 
what God is, yet it is possible to say what He 
isanotas 

He is followed, again, by the great Cappa- 
docian group— Basil and the two Gregories,— 
who all speak to the same effect. 

‘““That Godis; 2, know,” says Basil; “but 


1 Athan. Contr. Gent. 2. 35. * De Incar. 11. 
3 Ep. ad Monachos, i. 2. 
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what His essenc@ is, | hold to be above reason, 
... faith is competent to know that God is, not 
what He is.”' ‘With regard to the Creator of 
the world,” says Gregory of Nyssa, “we know 
that He is, but deny not that we are ignorant of 
the definition of His essence.” ” | 

And again, Gregory Nazianzen: ‘‘A theologian 
among the Greeks has said in his philosophy 
that to conceive God is difficult, to express Him 
is impossible. . . . But I say that it is impossible 
to express Him, and more impossible to con- 
ceive Him * 

And if we turn from the Greek to the Latin 
fathers, we find similar language used; notably 
by Hilary of Poictiers, and Augustine, who both 
wrote special treatises upon the Trinity. 

Hilary writes: ‘There can be no comparison 
between God and earthly things. . . . We must, 
therefore, regard any comparison as helpful to 
man rather than as descriptive of God, since it 
suggests rather than exhausts the sense we seek. 
. . . Neither the speech of man, nor the analogy 
of human nature can give us a full insight into 
the things of God. The ineffable cannot submit 


1 Basil, Adv. Hun, i. 12. 2 Greg. Nys. Adv. Eun. orat. 12. 
3 Greg. Naz. Orat. 34. 
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to the bounds and limitations of definition. . . 
God is a simple Being: we must understand 
Him by devotion, and confess Him by reverence. 
He is to be worshipped, not pursued by our 
senses, for a conditioned and weak nature cannot 
grasp with the guesses of its imagination the 
mystery of an infinite and omnipotent nature. . 
What presumption to suppose that words can 
adequately describe His nature, when thought 
is often too deep for words, and His nature 
transcends even the conception of thought.” ? 

The same thought continually recurs in 
Augustine; who repeatedly speaks of the in- 
adequacy of human language. “God must not,” 
he says, ‘even be described as unspeakable 
(cxeffabzlis), since by the very use of this term, 
something is spoken. ... Yet God, since nothing 
can be worthily spoken of Him, accepts the 
service of the human voice, and wills us to 
rejoice in praising Him with words of our own.” ” 
And again: ‘Our thoughts of God are truer 
than our words, and His existence is truer than 
our thoughts.” (Verius cogitatur Deus, quam 
dicttur, et verius est quam cogitatur.)* And again : 

1 Hil. De Trin. i. 19; iv.25 ix. 725 xi. 44. 
2 Aug. De Doct. Christ. i. 6. 8 Id. De Trin. vii. 7. 
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‘“We say three persons, not as being satisfied 
with this expression, but because we must use 
some expression.” (Vox ut tllud diceretur, sed 
ne taceretur.)* 

And again: ‘God is erroneously called sub- 
stance, as a familiar synonym for essence, which 
is the truer and more proper term to use.”* 

These quotations are all, it will be seen, from 
leading thinkers of their day ; and they might be 
multiplied indefinitely from others of less note. 
But we will merely conclude them with a refer- 
ence to John of Damascus, who, at the end of 
the patristic age gave a general summary of 
what was commonly held to be the orthodox 
belief of the Church. He writes as follows :— 
‘‘ Neither do we know, nor can we tell what the 
essence of God is. ... It is not, therefore, within 
our capacity to say anything about God, or even 
to think of Him, beyond the things which have 
been divinely revealed to us. It is plain that 
there isa God. But what He is in His essence 
and nature is absolutely incomprehensible and 
unknowable.” ” 


Now the view thus described is not analogous 


' Aug. De Trin. v. 9. 2 bid. vii. 10. 
* John Damas. De F. O. i. 2, 4. 
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to the modern agnostic position, as some of the 
language in which it is expressed might seem at 
first sight to imply. For the fathers attach the 
fullest value to the various arguments of natural 
theology for God’s existence, and for our ability 
to know something of His character from the 
beauty and harmony and purpose in the world; 
while Augustine, in especial, elaborates the 
ontological argument in various ways. But, 
further, and this is still more important, they 
were all profoundly religious men. Their re- 
ligion was their life. They lived in the full 
conviction of their personal dependence upon 
God, and of their need for conscious communion 
with Him. And the same Augustine who says 
that God cannot even be named, says also: 
et howehast made us, OF God, for Ihyseli, and 
our souls are restless till they rest in Thee.” 
The language, therefore, that we have been 
quoting, is not that of intellectual agnosticism, 
but of religious awe—awe intensified not by the 
thought of God’s remoteness, but by the con- 
viction and experience of His intimate nearness 
to men. It is thus much more akin to the rever- 
ential abstinence from the use of God’s name, 
which characterised later Judaism, than to any 
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sympathy with the Neo-Platonic exaggeration of 
His transcendence,— His aloofness from the 
world. 

Now it is plain that the men who habitually 
used such language as this would be the last to 
attempt independent speculation on the divine 
nature. And this is precisely what we find to 
be the case. Their constant profession is, as we 
saw above, to preserve the apostolic tradition ; 
and their constant appeal for its interpretation 
is to Scripture ; while their main charge against 
heretical opinions is that of being innovations. 
“For, what our fathers have delivered,” says 
Athanasius, “this is truly doctrine; and this is 
truly the token of doctors, to confess the same 
thing with each other, and to vary neither from 
themselves, nor from their fathers.” ! 

It will suffice for our present purpose to quote 
one or two of the many theologians who con- 
tributed to the gradual formulation of the doc- 
trine of the Trinity; and of these none were 
more prominent nor more important than Origen 
and Athanasius; the former being specially con- 
nected with the thought of the eternal generation 
of the Son; and the latter with the final adoption 
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of the term ‘“consubstantial” by the Church. 
Let us see how they worked. 

“We have always held,” says Origen, “that 
God is the Father of His only begotten Son, 
who was born indeed of Him, and derives from 
Him what He is, but without any beginning. .. . 
John says, in the beginning of his gospel, when 
defining God by a special definition to be the 
Word, ‘ And God was the Word, and this was in 
the beginning with God.’ Let him, then, who 
assigns a beginning to the Word or Wisdom of 
God, take care that he be not guilty of impiety 
against the Unbegotten Father Himself, seeing 
that he denies that He had always been a Father, 
and had generated the Word.” And after en- 
larging on this topic, he continues: ‘‘ Let us now 
ascertain how those statements which we have 
advanced are supported by the authority of holy 
Scripture. The Apostle Paul says, that the only 
begotten Son is ‘the image of the invisible God,’ 
aude “thes first- born of every- creature. ;And 
when writing to the Hebrews, he says of Him, 
that He is ‘the brightness of His glory, and the 


express image of His Person.’”* And, again: 
“<The Son of God, the first-born of all crea- 
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tion,’ although He seemed recently to have 
become incarnate, is not by any means on that 
account recent. For the holy Scriptures know 
Him to be the most ancient of all the works of 
creation; for it was to Him that God said, re- 
garding the creation of man, ‘ Let us make man 
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in our image, after our likeness. And, again, 
in answer to an objection of Celsus: 

“We do not ‘reverence beyond measure one 
who has but lately appeared’ as though He did 
not exist before; for we believe Himself when 
He says ‘ Before Abraham was, I am.’” 

‘We have learned who the Son of God is, 
and know that He is ‘ the brightness of His glory 
and the express image of His person.’” ” 

Notice that these passages, which all bear 
upon the eternal generation of the Son, con- 
stantly refer to Scripture, and in this they are 
typical of Origen’s whole method. At the end 
of his treatise on first principles he writes : 

“As it is not sufficient in the discussion of 
matters of such importance to entrust the decision 
to the human senses, and to the human under- 
standing . . . we must, in order to establish the 
positions which we have laid down, adduce the 
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testimony of Holy Scripture. And that this 
testimony may produce a sure and unhesitating 
belict =.=. 1t.seems necessary to show ... . that 
the Scriptures themselves are divine, that is, 
were inspired by the Spirit of God.” ? 

Accordingly, he is before all things biblical ; 
his whole atmosphere is biblical; he leans more 
on mystical interpretation, at times, than we 
should do, and draws arguments from the 
sapiential books, where we should perhaps not 
draw more than illustrations; but his main em- 
phasis is, precisely as our own would be, upon 
St. Paul and St. John. Thus we feel, as we 
read him, that with all his Greek learning, he is 
moving wholly within the current of the Jewish 
and Christian tradition—a point which is well 
brought out when Celsus alleges the superiority 
of Plato, whereon he exclaims: 

‘““Observe now the difference between the fine 
phrases of Plato respecting the ‘chief good’ and 
the declarations of our prophets regarding the 
‘light’ of the blessed ; and notice that the truth 
as it is contained in Plato concerning this subject, 
did not at all help his readers to attain to a pure 
worship of God, not even himself who could 


| yates, (Da Vs, Wis. The 


1744 DOCTRINAL DEVELOPMENT ce 


philosophise so~¢randly about ‘the chief good,’ 
whereas the simple language of the Holy Scrip- 
tures has led to their honest readers being filled 
with a divine spirit.” * 

Origen had a profound influence on some of 
the greatest of his successors—as notably upon 
the three great Cappadocians — Basil, and the 
two Gregories,—and thus upon the general theo- 
logy of the Church. But, before making further 
comment on him, we will pass to Athanasius, 
who was the leading spirit in the Council of 
Nicaea, at which the term ‘ consubstantial ” 
or “co-essential” (opoodcsos) was adopted, and 
he subsequently wrote a letter in its defence. 
Here again we meet with the same scriptural 
tone. 

‘“We have learned from divine Scripture, that 
the Son of God is the very Word and Wisdom 
of the Father. For the Apostle says, ‘ Christ 
the power of God, and the Wisdom of God.’ 
And John, after saying, ‘And the Word was made 
flesh,’ at once adds, ‘and we saw His glory, the 
glory as of the only begotten of the Father, full 
of grace and truth’ 7<e if then; they the 
Arians) deny Scripture, they are at once aliens 
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to their name... . But if they agree with us 
that the sayings of the Scripture are divinely 
inspired, let them dare to say openly what they 
think in secret.” ? 

But the Arian party charged the Council with 
the introduction of unscriptural language ; where- 
on Athanasius explains that the Council “ wished 
to do away with the irreligious phrases of the 
Arians, and to use instead the acknowledged 
words of the Scripture that the Son is not from 
nothing, but ‘from God.’” Finding, however, 
that this expression was misinterpreted by their 
opponents— 

meu hemiatherss. 7 ewere sorced/) to, express 
more distinctly the sense of the words ‘from 
God.’ Accordingly they wrote ‘ from the essence 
of God,’ in order that ‘from God’ might not be 
considered common and equal, in the Son, and 
in things originate, but that all others might be 
acknowledged as creatures, and the Word alone 
as from the Father.”? 

“Tt behoved,” say his opponents, ‘“‘as regards 
our Lord . . . to state from the Scriptures what 
is there written of Him, and not to introduce 


non-scriptural expressions.” ‘‘ Yes,” he answers, 
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“it behoves, s?v I too; for the tokens of truth 
are more exact as drawn from Scripture than 
from other sources; but ... the irreligion of 
Eusebius and his fellows, compelled the Bishops, 
as I said before, to publish more distinctly the 
terms which overthrew their irreligion.” ’ | 

He further quotes in the same letter a catena 
of authorities mounting up to Origen, of whom 
he says: 

“Concerning the everlasting co-existence of 
the Word with the Father, and that He is not 
of another essence or subsistence, but proper to 
the Father’s, as the Bishops in the Council said, 
you may hear again from the labour - loving 
Origen. . . . See, we are proving that this view 
has been transmitted from father to father... 
that which from the beginning those who were 
eye-witnesses and ministers of the Word have 
handed down to us.”’? 

Again, in another letter to the Bishops of 
Egypt, he writes as follows :— 

“The New Testament arose out of the Old, 
and bears witness to the Old. ... Thus Paul 
was an apostle of the Gospel ‘which God pro- 
mised afore, by His prophets in the Holy 
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Scriptures) and) our lord 'imself said) * Ye 
search the Scriptures, for they are they which 
testify of Me.’ How then shall they confess the 
Lord unless they first search the Scriptures which 
are written concerning Him?” 

“Since Holy Scripture is of all things most 
sufficient for us, therefore recommending to those 
who desire to know more of these matters, to 
read the Divine Word, I pass on.’’? 

So far we have been considering the doctrine 
of the Son. And the case is similar with the 
doctrine of the Spirit. The operation of the 
Holy Spirit was, as we have seen, part of the 
apostolic tradition; but His personality and 
divinity are not as explicitly stated in Scripture as 
in the case of the Son. This fact led to a great 
deal of hesitation and uncertainty with many of 
the fathers, when the formulation of their doctrine 
became necessary. And even at as late a date 
as when Gregory Nazianzen was appointed to 
the see of Constantinople we find him saying, 
that some men regard the Holy Spirit ‘as an 
energy; others think that He is a creature; 
others again that He is God; while others 
do not know which of these opinions to adopt, 
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out of reverence for the Scriputres (aido? ris 
ypadfs).” + The last point is noteworthy as show- 
ing how entirely the whole question was regarded 
as one of scriptural interpretation. And this is 
nowhere better brought out than by St. Hilary, 
in his treatise on the Trinity. Speaking of some 
who held heretical opinions, more especially on 
this point, he says: “ Their treason involves us 
in the difficult and dangerous position of having 
to make a definite pronouncement, beyond the 
statements of Scripture, upon this grave and 
abstruse matter. The Lord said that the nations 
were to be baptised in the name of the Father, 
and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost. The 
words of the faith are clear; the heretics do their 
utmost to involve the meaning in doubt. We 
may not on this account add to the appointed 
form, yet we must set a limit to their license 
of interpretation. . . . But the subject is in- 
exhaustible. I can see no limit to my venture 
of speaking concerning God in terms more pre- 
cise than He Himself has used. He has as- 
signed the names—Father, Son, and Holy Ghost 
—which are our information of the divine nature. 
Words cannot express, or feeling embrace, or 
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reason apprehend the results of enquiry carried 
further; all is ineffable, unattainable, incompre- 
hensible.” 

And again in the prayer with which he con- 
cludes his treatise: “Thy Holy Spirit, as the 
Apostle says, searches and knows Thy deep 
things, and as intercessor for me speaks to Thee 
words I could not utter... . Nothing, except 
what belongs to Thee penetrates into Thee; nor 
can the agency of a power foreign and strange 
tom | hee emeasire the depth of “hy ‘bound: 
less majesty... Paul... thought that the 
description was sufficient, when he called 
Him Thy Spirit. With these men, peculiarly 
Thine elect, I will think in these matters 
Sele wilbenot. trespass beyond! that “which 
human intellect can know about Thy Holy 
Spirit, but simply declare that He is Thy 
Spirit 

The same thing is briefly expressed by another, 
less-known writer as follows :— 

“Tt is sufficient for the faithful to know that 
while the Son is begotten, the Spirit proceeds 
from the Father; and that we use the very words 
which the divine Scripture willed us to use; . 
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but of what sorf6r kind that procession may be, — 
it is permitted to none to know.” ! 

It was in this temper that the Synod of Con- 
stantinople (a.p. 381) declared the Holy Spirit 
to be “the Lord and Giver of Life, that pro- 
 ceedeth from the Father, that with the Father 
and the Son together is worshipped and glorified, 
that spake by the prophets.” 

Our quotations have grown so numerous as to 
need some apology. But quotation is the only 
~ means of creating the kind of impression that we 
wish to convey. Yet even so, no amount of 
quotations can adequately show the scale and 
proportion of scriptural influence on the fathers. 
We read page after page, chapter after chapter, 
treatise after treatise, father after father; and 
meet everywhere the same constant reference to 
both Old and New Testaments; the same trans- 
parent intention to interpret, and never do more 
than interpret the latter, for dogmatic purposes, 
in what is believed to be its original and tradi- 
tional sense, 

We have quoted a few only of these leaders in 
the movement by which Christian theology was 
in process of being defined; but they may fairly 
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be taken as typical, in their method, of the whole 
patristic attitude towards the faith. What kind 
of development, then, do we here find? A very 
profound and erroneous one indeed, if we dis- 
believe the doctrine of the Trinity to start with. 
But if, on the contrary, we believe the sufficient 
germ of that doctrine to have come from Christ 
Himself, there is no other development in the 
fathers than we found in St. Paul and St. John; 
no other than they themselves explicitly profess ; 
a development—that is to say, of authoritative 
interpretation and expression, but no addition to 
the articles of faith. In other words, we find a 
development of doctrine, or teaching, in the sense 
of a new mode of stating the old truth; but not 
in the sense of the invention or proclamation of 
any new truth; and though this distinction may 
sound subtle it is profoundly real. And then as 
regards the new form of expression, the case is 
precisely similar to that of St. John. ‘“ Con- 
substantial” and “‘co-essential” are Greek terms, 
fashioned out of the current philosophical language 
of the day. But their use commits us to no 
acceptance of any obsolete system of thought. 
People sometimes speak vaguely about Christian 


dogma having been involved with Greek meta- 
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physics; much as ‘if it were something parallel to 
being involved with the Ptolemaic astronomy or 
any other ancient theory which the world has 
now outgrown. But, in fact, nothing of the kind 
is the case. The terms in question were simply 
adopted as those best calculated to express the 
specifically Christian idea that Jesus Christ is 
really God. They do not even carry with them 
any particular theory of what “ essence” or “ sub- 
stance” may be; as is plain from the fact that 
those very men who insisted on the use of the 
term ‘‘co-essential” insisted equally, as we saw 
above, upon our utter inability to know what 
the essence of God is. The words, in short, as 
employed by the Christian fathers, were stripped 
of any alien connotation, and simply utilised to 
denote a particular point of Christian belief; and 
they are therefore as applicable now as ever, if 
we retain the patristic creed. 

The various forms of Gnosticigm, though they 
contain too much of the Oriental fairy-tale to be 
called strictly philosophical, still show us the kind 
of thing that would have resulted from the incor- 
poration of Greek ideas into Christianity, as 
distinct from the mere utilisation of Greek words. 
Whereas, in sharp contrast to all this the whole 
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process of patristic definition lies open before us; 
and we can plainly see that at no point did any 
substantially Greek influence come in. On the 
contrary, the fathers are full, from beginning to 
end, of the thought that Christianity was not only 
the lineal descendant, but also the climax and 
completion of Judaism. We are reminded, as 
we read them, of a jesse window; by the way 
in which one continuous development is traced 
through successive stages from its earliest Jewish 
root. The various theophanies, or divine mani- 
festations, in the Old Testament are ascribed to 
the Word who finally became incarnate. The 
passage from the Hebrews is quoted on Moses 
preferring the reproach of Christ. The intrinsic 
superiority of the Jewish Scriptures to other 
literature is a favourite theme. While what we 
should call the inspiration of Plato—and this is 
almost more significant—is urged as evidence 
that he must have been acquainted with the 
writings of Moses. The Jewish revelation has 
expanded with the advent of Christ, to embrace 
the world, and become the Catholic Church; but 
it remained in origin exclusively Jewish; and 
the fathers gloried in the fact. We should expect 
them, therefore, to be the last men who would 
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consciously incorporate Hellenic elements in 
their creed; nor did they, as regards the central 
doctrine we are considering, unconsciously admit 
them. 

The fact is that the action of environment is 
often exaggerated; and it has been so in the 
present case. In biology we know that the 
nature of their environment modifies organisms ; 
but it only does so by stimulating their internal 
energy to respond to itself. Environment does 
not and cannot create, but it elicits new char- 
acteristics in a plant or animal; while the creative 
capacity comes from within. And the growth of 
the early Church both in doctrine and practice 
was analogous to this. It possessed an intense 
individuality, an intense vitality, an intense 
identity of its own. And when brought into 
contact with Greek and Roman life and thought, 
it lost none of this identity by the fact; but only 
appropriated what was best and truest in the 
surrounding life and thought to its own purposes ; 
thus utilising the alien environment as a means 
of increased self-realisation. At a later date than 
that of which we are speaking this would not, of 
course, be equally true. Corrupt and ignorant 
times came, and with them foreign ideas and 
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practices crept in. But during the ages when 
the doctrine of the Trinity was in process of 
formulation, and in respect of that process, it is 
true to say that the fathers never intended to do 
more than transmit the apostolic tradition which 
they had received, more especially from St. Paul 
and St. John; and that in their method of doing 
so, they relied upon the continuance of the 
promised guidance of the Holy Ghost. 


CHAPALE KR avait 


OMNIA EXEUNT IN MYSTERIUM 


Tue foregoing chapters have briefly summarised 
our reasons for retaining the traditional Christian 
belief that the vital essence of what came to be 
called the doctrine of the Trinity was revealed 
by Christ Himself as God Incarnate. And, of 
course, in retaining this position we are in- 
fluenced by all the complex and cumulative 
arguments which favour the Incarnation, and 
therefore traverse the criticism that starts with 
the assumption of its incredibility. Further, the 
same reasons which predispose us to believe in 
the Incarnation prepare us also to recognise the 
continued action of the Holy Spirit in its inter- 
pretation. Hence we believe the subsequent 
definition of the doctrine, though the work of 
fallible human agents, to have been divinely 
guided ina right direction. And to this guidance 


we would attribute the substantial agreement 
126 
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that is to be found, in the midst and in spite 
of the infinitely various shades of personal 
opinion. Such leading theologians, for example, 
as Athanasius and Augustine, differ widely in 
their exposition of the doctrine. Yet, both are 
equally anxious to avoid Tritheism on the one 
hand, the belief in three gods; and Sabellianism 
on the other, the belief in three aspects of one 
God; both, that is to say, have the Trinity in 
Unity really at heart. It has been said indeed, 
with probable truth, that no two men have the 
same conception of God; and this would perhaps 
be truer still of the Trinity ; whence the various 
shades of opinion that are disclosed in the history 
of its definition. Indeed it was this very variety 
that necessitated the definition. For individuals 
continually tended to translate the Christian 
revelation into terms of their own; to rationalise, 
to explain it; to bring it more within human 
comprehension, as they thought. And as against 
this tendency the desire of the Church, as we have 
seen above, was to transmit the revelation, as it 
had been revealed. Fora revelation of God to 
man must, of necessity, be partial. We can see 
into it, but we cannot see around it; we view — 
its earthly, but not its heavenly side. Hence 
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the clearest revelation remains framed in mystery, 
the illimitable mystery of the Being of God. We 
cannot go beyond what has been revealed, or 
infer from it more than has been revealed, and 
if it is our duty to transmit it, we must transmit 
it as nearly as possible in its original form. This 
then was the object of dogmatic definition; to 
transmit the tradition of what the original revela- 
tion had been taken by Christians to mean. We 
have traced the efforts of the fathers to be true 
to this object ; and if we believe in the original 
revelation as a fact, we cannot help believing 
further, that those to whom it was made would be 
guided to interpret it aright. 

It accords with this that the whole spirit of 
their definition should be largely negative, as has 
been so often pointed out—a refusal, that is, to 
allow explanations to be given of what could not 
be explained. For the purpose of the Christian 
Church was practical; to enable its members to 
realise their sonship to the Father, their fellow- 
ship with the Son, and their sanctification by 
the Spirit, with all that this involved. And the 
doctrine of the Trinity was to ensure the per- 
manent possibility of this realisation; to enable 


each successive generation to enter afresh into 
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its power. Athanasius and Augustine did not 
claim a greater knowledge of God than that of 
St. Paul and St. John, because they formulated 
common knowledge in more technical terms. 
But each generation needed training to live by 
the same knowledge, and dogma was the con- 
dition of the sameness. It has the inevitable 
aridity of all abstract statement, and bears no 
more likeness to its Object than a botanical 
description bears to a lily or a rose, or a musical 
score to a symphony of sound. But it keeps the 
existence of that Object before us; that we may 
each in our day enter afresh into the experience 
of its living power, and so hand the symbol of 
that power on—the grace of our Lord Jesus 
Christ, and the love of God, and the fellowship of 
the Holy Ghost. And it is on this ground that 
we still claim validity for the Patristic definition ; 
the ground that it represents no more than the 
spiritually guided interpretation of what Christ 
Himself had taught His disciples. Terms like 
“personality ” and “substance” may have some- 
what changed their connotation with the progress 
of the ages; but not in a way to make their pre- 
sent significance inconsistent with their past, of 
which it is no more than the natural development. 
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And we can still employ them to express the 
doctrine which the Church has always taught— 
the Trinity in Unity which on the one hand is 
not Sabellianism, nor Tritheism on the other. 

This doctrine, in the form in which we believe 
it to have been revealed by Christ, is quite 
distinct from the many artificially arranged triads 
that we meet with, like that of Brahma, Siva, 
and Vishnu in India; and also from the divine 
families like that of Osiris, Isis, and Horus in 
Egypt; while it still less resembles the trinity 
of reason, the creator, and the world, which was 
read into Plato by a post-Christian commentator ; 
and is altogether earlier than Neo-Platonism, 
whose founder, Ammonius Saccas, it should be 
remembered, had originally been educated by 
Christian parents as a Christian. Nor again did 
it originate in any of the psychological analyses 
by which it was subsequently illustrated. In a 
word, it was not invented’ but revealed. “Ye 
have not chosen Me, but I have chosen you.” 

On the other hand, if the doctrine is true—if 
there is Trinity in that Godhead by which the 
world and mankind were created, we should 
expect to find adumbrations of it present in 


creation, as we believe divine attributes to be 
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reflected in the beauty and order and purpose of 
the world, and in the justice and love and _holi- 
ness of man. When therefore we see that the 
unit of human society, the family, is essentially 
a trinity of father, mother, and child, and that 
there is a psychological trinity involved in the 
very structure of the human mind;we may well 
regard these things as the created reflections 
of a Triune Creator, not causes that suggested 
an untrue doctrine, but effects of the fact that it 
ISATeN 

Intellectual objections to this doctrine on the 
ground of its mystery have been often urged. 
It has been thought to import fresh difficulty 
into the already difficult conception of God. But 
is this so? Can this: be so? Can anything in- 
crease that difficulty? We have already seen 
how unanimously the fathers, with their firm 
convictions of God’s existence, confess their utter 
inability, apart from revelation, to conceive His 
nature. And this same inability lies at the root 
of our modern Agnosticism. Natural theology 
has but two sources of information, the material 
world and the mind of man. And both are baf- 
fling. While they emphatically reveal a Creator, 
they seem also at times to conceal Him. Our 
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imagination is paralysed in the effort to conceive 
a Being whose infinite power guides the stars in 
their stupendous courses, while His infinitesimal 
care directs the sea-shell’s curves, and paints the 
insect’s wing. And while the order, the bene- 
ficence, the beauty of creation are leading our 
thoughts in one direction, we are arrested by the 
spectacle of noxious animals and ‘‘nature red in 
tooth and claw’’—the universal life of prey. 


Conjecture of the worker by the work : 

Is there strength there? enough: intelligence ? 
Ample: but goodness in a like degree? 

Not to the human eye in the present state,! 


Nor, as we have already had occasion to point 
out in another context, is the spectacle of human 
history less perplexing. When we reflect on the 
long preparation of the earth for man’s inheri- 
tance, or the marvellous mechanism of his body, 
and still more wonderful powers of his mind, we 
are led to expect great things of him; but we 
do not find them; sin and sorrow, failure and 
frustration everywhere take their place. 

What is the course of the life 


Of mortal man on the earth Pp— 
Most men eddy about 
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Here and there—eat and drink, 
Chatter and love and hate, 
Gather and squander, are raised 
Aloft, are hurl’d in the dust, 
Striving blindly, achieving 
Nothing ; and then they die— 
Perish ;—and no one asks 

Who or what they have been, 
More than he asks what waves, 
In the moonlit solitude mild 

Of the midmost Ocean, have swell’d, 
Foam’d for a moment, and gone! 


Man’s equipment is out of all proportion to his 
achievement, and suggests, at least in its super- 
ficial aspect, a design that has failed. There are 
times with most of us when we could echo the 
language of Tennyson’s dying Arthur— 

I found Him in the shining of the stars, 


I mark’d Him in the flowering of His fields, 
But in His ways with men I find Him not.? 


These difficulties do not annul the positive 
arguments of natural theology, but they seriously 
obscure and complicate the picture that it pre- 
sents; and in the face of them we cannot claim 
to attain, by the light of nature, any clear and 
consistent conception of God. There are thinkers 
at the present day who advocate pluralism, which 
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would be equivalent to a philosophical recon- 
struction of polytheism. While others, again, 
incline to recur, as Mill in the last century antici- 
pated, to a dualism of antagonistic principles, 
like the Persians of old. We may fairly conclude, 
therefore, that, apart from Christianity and the 
systems of thought which Christianity has in- 
fluenced, the modern is very little in advance of 
the ancient world. It is wholly untrue, there- 
fore, to suppose that natural theology supplies 
us with any standard of intelligibility or clear- 
ness by which we can test the Christian con- 
ception of God to its disadvantage. And in the 
present day we may go further and say the same 
of physical science. There was a time when 
physical science, because it dealt with things 
that we can see and touch and verify by sensible 
experience, tended to claim superiority to the 
intangible conceptions of metaphysics. But sucha 
claim can nowadays no longer be maintained. For 
the further scientific men pursue their enquiries 
into the ultimate nature of energy and matter, the 
more remote do their theories become, not only 
from the capability of experimental verification, 
but even from the possibility of imaginative 
conception. The various speculations on the 
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constitution of that ether, which is the funda- 
mental postulate of modern physics, are a sufficient 
illustration of this fact. All phenomena—matter, 
energy, electricity—are supposed to depend on 
this ether; yet it cannot itself be otherwise de- 
scribed than by symbolical terms, which even 
baffle our ordinary powers of conception, and may 
still, it is admitted, be remote from the truth. 
Here as elsewhere omnia exeunt in mysterium, 
as the schoolmen said of old,—“‘all things end in 
mystery,’—when we try to think them out. Thus 
science, which can weigh and measure and test 
what we call phenomena, things that fall within 
the region of sensible experience, so surely, can 
supply no correspondingly clear conception of 
the ultimate conditions on which that experience 
depends. It can utilise the laws of gravitation, 
but cannot explain them. It can employ electri- 
city for a hundred purposes, but cannot tell what 
electricity is. Hence the man of science can no 
longer afford to criticise the metaphysician for fail- 
ing to conform to his standard of clearness, since he 
himself loses all standard of clearness on approach- 
ing the confines of ultimate things. Thought 
must then for both alike become symbolical, hint- 
ing at realities that it cannot adequately grasp. 
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No system of thought, therefore, can reason- 
ably claim for its ultimate conceptions, any greater 
simplicity or clearness than the Christian ; for all, 
in the last resort, are wrapped in mystery alike. 
But we go further, and claim for the Christian 
conception of God, that it throws at least more 
light than others, even upon the “ obstinate 
questionings”’ of intellectual speculation. That 
conception, as we have seen, was in no wise of 
speculative origin; but simply due to the prac- 
tical revelation by Christ of the Father, Son, and 
Spirit; while the express intention of those who 
further defined it was to keep this “ revealed” 
and “practical” character in view. This is his- 
toric fact that we cannot allow to be gainsaid. 
Yet, when confronted with human philosophy, 
the doctrine of the Trinity assumes a speculative 
value ; for it seems at least to indicate the direc- 
tion in which the solution of some of our most 
perplexing problems may lie: 

There has always been a double difficulty, one 
metaphysical and the other moral, in conceiving 
the absoluteness of God. A person is primarily 
and essentially a self-conscious subject ; and if we 
are to think of God as personal, He too must be, 


metaphysically speaking, a subject. But a subject 
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means a subject of experience, one who under- 
goes experience, or for whom experience exists, 
and therefore implies as his correlative an object 
or objects of experience. And the metaphysician 
is compelled to ask, what can this object be, in 
the case of God? For if we suppose the uni- 
verse to be this object, we must either regard 
God as dependent for His realisation upon some- 
thing which is other than Himself; and, in that 
case, His absoluteness vanishes ; He ceases to be 
God: or we must view the universe as a mode 
of Himself, in a way that leads to Pantheism, in 
which personality is lost. We are driven, there- 
fore, to the conclusion that, if there be an 
absolute, meterialwsubject, 11e— must) havewa 
correspondingly absolute object, an eternal 
experience, if His proper absoluteness is to be 
maintained. 

Now, any one unacquainted with the history of 
thought might easily suppose that we are here 
describing an intellectual situation, which really 
arose out of reflection on the doctrine of the 
Trinity, in order then to show how that doc- 
trine suits it; and are, therefore, merely arguing 
in a circle.* Buty*orscourse, the very converse 
is the case. The difficulty in question was 
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first discussed by Plato and Aristotle, as 
pure metaphysicians, long before the Christian 
era. And Aristotle, who, in his aristocratic 
Greek way, views philosophic contemplation as 
the noblest occupation, and therefore the most 
appropriate to God—proceeds to ask what does 
God contemplate, since He cannot be adequately 
occupied with relative and finite things; and 
concludes that He must contemplate Himself 
(voet dpa éavrov), or, aS we should say, be His 
own Object. This conception of divine existence 
is’ thus reached by Aristotle, the “master of 
those who know,” as a necessity of pure thought. 
But he does not develop it further; nor had he 
the means. When, therefore, philosophic thinkers 
who had been trained in the atmosphere of the 
Greek schools became Christian, it was natural 
that they should find in the doctrine of the 
Trinity an intellectual illumination. For, like 
the telescopic discovery of a star, which mathe- 
matical calculations have already prophesied, it 
was a revelation at once of the possibility and 
the reality of what philosophy had said must be; 
—relations in the Godhead, which do not disturb 
Its absoluteness, because they are internal to 
Itself. At the same time, the thinkers in ques- 
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tion were clearly conscious, as we have shown 
above, that their doctrine had not come to them 
by the way of philosophy but of revelation; and 
that the primary purpose of that revelation was 
not philosophic, but practical and moral. They 
in no way, therefore, distorted their religion into 
a philosophy or confused its sharp outlines with 
an intellectual haze. Men like Origen and 
Athanasius were plain and simple Christians 
before all things. But, because they were also 
thinkers, they could not but see what a new light 
their creed threw upon a recognised perplexity 
of thought. 

But metaphysic, after all, is ever an unpopular 
subject ; and to say that a doctrine has meta- 
physical value is almost to disparage it in ordinary 
eyes. We will turn, therefore, to what is really 
only a particular case of the abstract difficulty 
above mentioned, but as being a particular case, 
is somewhat more concrete and obvious; that is 
our difficulty in conceiving the moral absoluteness 
of God. We think of God as absolutely holy ; 
of holiness as being, one might almost say, His 
most essential and divine characteristic. This is 
the lesson which the Jews so laboriously learned 
from their prophets, and which once learned has 
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become the permanent possession of the world. 
“God hath spoken in His holiness,” “I am the 
Lord thy God, the Holy One of Israel thy 
saviour.” ‘The Lord is Holy in all His works.” 
“The Lord of Hosts is His name, the Holy One 
of Israel.” ‘They have no rest day and night, 
saying, Holy, holy, holy, is the Lord God 
Almighty.” Familiar and full of meaning as 
these words have become to us, if we ask a 
simple theist, that is, a monistic or unitarian 
theist, what they mean, he is landed in a difficulty 
at once. For it is, of course, from their human 
application that we borrow the terms “ holiness” 
and “ righteousness” to apply them to God ; and 
man is essentially a social being, whose moral 
character is mainly determined by his various 
relations to society. There are, indeed, certain 
personal or self- regarding virtues, as they are | 
called, consisting chiefly in habits of propriety 
and self-control; but these are rather preliminary 
to the true moral life, which involves relations 
with others ;—relations of truthfulness, justice, 
benevolence, service, sympathy, self- sacrificing 
love. It is the old story of the subject requiring 
an object, recurring in the moral sphere. The 
moral life, then, as we know it, being essentially 
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a social life, the question arises—how can we 
apply moral attributes to God? Are they only 
applicable in virtue of His relation to men, or 
other created beings? Do they merely mean 
that He is just, and benevolent, and loving to 
His creatures? In that case God’s righteousness 
would only be potential, apart from His creation, 
and need the existence of the creature before 
it could become actual or real. But this is 
equivalent to saying that He is dependent upon 
the creature for His realisation of those very 
attributes which we most inevitably regard as 
essentially divine ; those attributes which especi- 
ally constitute for us the very meaning of the 
word God; and thus His moral absoluteness 
vanishes. This is no fanciful difficulty: Aristotle 
recognised it, in the place to which we referred 
above, and declined to apply moral attributes to 
God on the express ground of their relative and 
contingent nature; with the result that His 
divine being, while retaining absoluteness, re- 
mains coldly metaphysical, in lonely contempla- 
tion of Himself alone. Nor is this all. Not 
only does our conception of God become con- 
fused and unintelligible, but our morality at the 
same time loses its essential basis; for in all the 
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nobler ethical systems of the world, that basis 
has been the divine character. Man’s duty, said 
Plato long ago, ‘is to grow as like as may be to 
God; and that means to become holy, and just, 
and wise.” And all the highest moralists after 
him have thus grounded man’s goodness in that 
of God. There have, it is true, been theologians 
now and again who, like Duns Scotus, have 
attributed moral distinctions to the mere fiat of 
the divine will, maintaining that goodness is 
simply good because God so wills it to be. But 
this has never been more than an eccentric 
opinion; nor does it contain really much mean- 
ing when analysed; since we cannot really think 
of God’s will as anything else than the expression 
of His essential nature. ‘The essence of God, 
and His volition,! as “St, Ehomassputssit= are 
the same.” 

The agnostic, of course, who considers God 
unknowable, and the empirical moralist who bases 
ethics upon utility, happiness, or the like, are 
both unaffected by the above-menticned diffi- 
culties; but they constitute a serious problem to 
the strictly unitarian theist, if he really attempts 
to think out his creed. But the doctrine of the 
Trinity, of co-eternal persons within the God- 
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head, throws new light upon the subject, however 
much it may be a “light that no man can ap- 
proach unto.” For this doctrine enables us to 
think of God, as, if the term be guarded from any 
tritheistic connotation, a social being, or society ; 
or, to use what is perhaps safer language, as 
existing in a mode of which the family, the unit 
of human society, is the created and faint reflec- 
tion. And so it becomes possible to conceive of 
the various relations which constitute righteous- 
ness, and especially of love, in which they cul- 
minate, as internal to the Godhead; and of 
holiness, therefore, as the eternal, essential char- 
acteristic of God; and the consequent source 
of that ‘categorical imperative,” that awful, 
unqualified, absolute authority with which the 
moral law addresses the conscience of mankind. 
eeVemchalletheretore be holys for [ am holy 
Uabceye: therctores perfect, even’ as your. Father 


” 
. 


' which is in heaven is perfect.” 

This question of divine holiness is, indeed, 
only a particular instance or aspect of what we 
must mean, what we cannot help meaning by 
divine personality. If we are to think of God as 
personal at all, we must of necessity involve 


some kind of plurality in the conception; for 
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personality implies this. A person is as essen- 
tially a social, as he is an individual, being; he 
cannot be realised, he cannot become his true 
self, apart from society ; and personality having 
this plural implication, solitary pena is a 
contradiction in terms.' 

Our object has been to indicate that, so far 
from increasing our intellectual perplexities, the 
doctrine of the Trinity tends rather to their relief. 
At the same time, when saying this, one must 
finally repeat that we should shrink from follow- 
ing even what seem to be necessities of human 
thought, into the high and awful region of which 
we have been speaking ; were it not for our con- 
viction that a revelation of that region has been 
made to us. The Christian Church, as we have 
seen, first accepted that revelation in its practical 
simplicity, as a message to the heart and will; 
and only by degrees discovered its incidental 
illumination of the world of thought. In like 
manner we only venture to recur to that illumi- 
nation in the present day, because we believe it 
to have reached us, in the first instance, indepen- 
dently of human invention, as a message from 


above, 
1 See Note 2, 
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WATERLAND, the great defender of the Trinitarian 
doctrine in the eighteenth century, maintains, 
first, that it is sufficiently clear; and, secondly, 
that it is sufficiently practical. And though the 
form of his arguments was better adapted to his 
own generation than it would be to ours, we may 
well borrow from him this distinction ; and, having 
already touched upon the point of clearness, pro- 
ceed to consider the practicality of our doctrine ; 
in the sense of the practical effect which it is 
calculated to exercise, and, as a matter of history, 
has exercised upon the world. Waterland well 
strikes the key-note of the matter in his opening 


sentence : 
‘““A right knowledge of God, and a practice 
conformable to it ... . are not speculative or 


indifferent matters, but matters properly prac- 
tical and of infinite concernment. If velgzous 
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practice in any measure depends upon a previous 
knowledge of God (as undoubtedly it does), then 
certainly, for the like reason, the ferfecteon of 
that practice depends upon the perfection of such 
knowledge. A general and confused notion of 
God may produce as general and confused rules 
of demeanour to Him; while a more particular 
and explicit apprehension of the Deity will, of 
course, produce a more particular and explicit 
services + 

Now, it will hardly be denied in any quarter 
that the conception of God, which we find among 
the Jews after their exile, was the highest 
attained by any race in the pre-Christian world ; 
its nearest competitor, the Persian, being less 
truly spiritual, and further hampered by dualism. 
And this conception resulted in the correspond- 
ingly high and spiritual morality which is reflected 
for us to-day in the later Psalms. 

It was to this, then, that the doctrine of the 
Trinity in Unity lineally succeeded. It was pro- 
claimed in its essence, as we have seen reason 
to believe, by Him in whom the long line of 
Jewish prophets culminated and ceased ; and was, 
in this regard, the last word of the prophetic 


1 Waterland, Doctrine of the Trinity, chap. li, 
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revelation. It thus arose out of the most prac- 
tical religion of the past; the religion with the 
clearest conviction of divine holiness and human 
duty. And, in its turn, it surpassed Judaism in 
both these points. Its revelation of God, how- 
ever mysterious, was fuller and more concrete ; 
and its correlative illumination of human duty 
more complete. 

In saying this we cannot, of course, really 
separate the Trinity from the Incarnation. For 
the existence of the Trinity is the presupposition, 
the necessary condition of the Incarnation; and 
the practicality of the doctrine, its bearing on 
practice, essentially consists in this fact; that it 
enables us, in a measure, to conceive the possi- 
bility of the Incarnation. It is in and through 
the Incarnation that we have attained to our 
deepest knowledge of the relations between God 
and man; and all the intense practicality, which 
belongs to our belief in the Incarnation, must 
therefore attach also to the conception of God, 
which lies at the base of that belief. Hence the 
total effect upon the world of the doctrine of the 
Incarnation is equally and inseparably the effect 
of the doctrine of the Trinity. 

When now we say that this doctrine increased 
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our knowledge of God, we must remember that it 
is not of its abstract expression by councils that 
we are speaking, but of its concrete and pictorial 
presentation by Christ. For the former only 
existed, as we have seen, to enable the perpetual 
renewal of the latter, in its vivid appeal-to the 
hearts and minds of men. 

‘“God so loved the world, that He gave His 
only begotten Son.” | 

“T came forth from the Father, and am come 
into the world: again, I leave the world, and go 
fOr West athices. 

“When the Comforter is come, whom I will 
send unto you from the Father, even the Spirit 
of Truth, which proceedeth from the Father, He 
shall testify of Me.” ‘When He, the Spirit of 
Truth, is come, He shall guide you into all truth.” 

‘No man hath seen God at any time; the 
only begotten Son, which is in the bosom of the 
Father, He hath declared Him.” 

‘God was in Christ, reconciling the world unto 
Himself.” 

“The Spirit itself beareth witness with our 
spirit, that we are the sons of God.” 

“The Spirit itself maketh intercession for us 
with groanings which cannot be uttered.” 
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Here are no theological abstractions; all is 
vivid, concrete, pictorial; and it is in this form 
that the doctrine has influenced the world. The 
personality of Jesus Christ, and the personal 
character of His mutual relations with the Father 
and the Spirit, however much it may perplex 
the metaphysician, has enabled ordinary men to 
realise in heart and conscience that the God - 
with whom we have to do is personal. And this 
sense of divine personality, little understood but 
profoundly felt, has been the dominant factor in 
the spiritual development of Christendom. It 
has affected, that is to say, the national histories 
no less than the individual lives of all those who 
have hitherto proved themselves the progressive 
races of the world. 

It may be worth while to consider this in a 
little further detail. In the first place the Father- 
hood of God was more profoundly conceived than 
ever before. ‘Like as a father pitieth his own 
children, even so is the Lord merciful to them 
{iavetearetiim~eus Chat) had been athe <utinost 
utterance of Judaism, “like as a father.” But 
Christianity went beyond this in its doctrine of 
One who is eternally and essentially a Father, 
in that He has eternally and essentially a 
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Son. Here, again, Athanasius may be worth 
quoting : 

“In the instance of the Godhead only,” he 
says, ‘have the names Father and Son fixity and 
permanence; for of men, if any one be called 
father, yet he has been son of another ;. and if 
he be called son, yet is he called father of 
another; so that in the case of man the names 
father and son do not properly hold.”* ‘Thus 
it belongs to the Godhead alone, that the Father 
is properly («upiws) Father, and the Son properly 
Son, and in Them and Them only does it hold 
that the Father is ever Father and the Son ever 
SOliiee 

And again: “It is more pious and more 
accurate to signify God from the Son and to call 
Him Father, than to name Him from His works 
only, and call Him Unoriginate. For the latter 
title does nothing more than signify all the 
works, individually and collectively, which have 
come to be through the will of God through the 
Word ; but the title Father has its significance 
and its bearing only from the Son. ‘Un- 
originate’ is a word of the Greeks, who know not 
the Son; but ‘Father’ has been acknowledged 


i Athan. Ad Serap. i. 16. CUTTS UA, thy Pits 
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and vouchsafed by our Lord. For He, knowing 
Himself whose Son He was, said, ‘I am in the 
Father, and the Father is in Me’; and ‘ He that 
hath seen Me hath seen the Father,’ and ‘I and 
the Father are One’; moreover when He teaches 
Hs piayve ble says. say, Our Father, 

And again: “ We are creatures by nature, and 
God is our Creator through the Word; but after- 
wards we were made sons, and thenceforward 
God the Creator becomes our Father also. . 
We are not sons by nature, but the Son who is 
inus ... and God is not our Father by nature, 
but of that Word in us, in Whom and because of 
Whom we cry ‘Abba, Father.’ So the Father 
calls them His sons in whomsoever He sees His 
own Son, and says ‘I begat’; since begetting is 
significant of a son, and making is significant of 
the works. And thus it is that we are not be- 
gotten first but made; .. . but afterwards, on 
beceivino athe Srace Ol the Spirit, we are said 
thenceforth to be begotten also.” ” 

It should be noticed in passing that these 
passages again illustrate that profoundly scrip- 
tural character of patristic thought, to which we 
have already referred. But our present concern 


1 Athan. Contr. Ar. 1. 34. 2 bid. ii. 59. 
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is with the conception of divine fatherhood which 
they convey. Not only is that conception itself 
an advance on the Jewish, and all other that 
had gone before, in concreteness, in complete- 
ness, in vivid reality; but at the same time this 
advanced conception has become common pro- 
perty—master and servant, old and young, rich 
and poor, sage and simple, all alike pray ‘“ Our 
Father,” with a new sense of the full meaning of 
the words. And from this “more particular and 
explicit”? conception of God’s fatherhood would 
naturally flow a clearer sense of our correlative 
relation to Him as such. The vague sense of 
our dependence upon God becomes, in this light, 
conscious trust; the awe of His omnipotence 
is tempered by the conviction of His love. 
Obedience and disobedience to the moral law 
carry a more personal implication. The per- 
formance of our duty is recognised as the keeping 
of His commandments, and patience in adversity 
that we cannot alleviate as the acceptance of 
His will. Thus the Christian belief in God the 
Father is intensely practical. It brings the con- 
viction of God’s personality out of the region of 
speculative theory into close, intimate, immediate 
contact with the affairs of our daily life ; while it 
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invests those affairs, in consequence, with a new 
significance and dignity as being the object of our 
Father’s care. 

But the consciousness of dependence upon 
God, under which the above-mentioned acts and 
feelings may be classed, does not exhaust the 
demands of our religious instinct. Man further 
yearns, and has yearned from the earliest days 
when we can trace his spiritual history, for some 
degree of intercourse, communion, fellowship 
with God, while, at the same time, conscious of 
his own moral unfitness therefor. This has led 
him not only to prayer, but also, and perhaps 
earlier, to the outward embodiment of prayer, in 
ceremonial worship, and sacrifice, and sacrament. 
He has felt an instinctive or a conscious need to 
include his body in his religion, while dimly or 
acutely aware the while that his body is the 
instrument of all his sin. Hence have followed 
endless efforts after purification and atonement 
that should sanctify the body as well as the soul. 
We need not enlarge upon these things, with 
which the comparative study of religions has of 
late years made us all familiar. Our present 
purpose is only to recall to mind the important 
place which they have historically occupied in the 
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practical religion of the world—the desire for 
communion wif God, and the widespread use 
as a means thereto of ceremonial worship, sacra- 
mental meals, and expiatory sacrifices, rude or 
refined. Now it may seem almost superfluous 
to point out how this great demand of the 
religious instinct was met and purified and 
sanctified by the belief in the Incarnation of the 
Eternal Son. But the Incarnation is,as we have 
seen, an inseparable part of the total Christian 
doctrine of the Trinity, and our present object 
is to show how intensely practical that doctrine, 
for all-its: mystery, has beens) -First,sthen there 
is the simple aspect of the Incarnation as a divine 
condescension to human capacity. 

‘‘As a kind teacher who cares for his pupils, if 
some of them cannot profit by high studies, comes 
down to their level and so succeeds in teaching 
them by simpler means; so also did the Word of 
God: For seeing’ that = men = .> shadeatirnca 
away from the contemplation of God... and 
were seeking about for Him in nature and the 
world of sense . . . the Word of God takes to 
Himself a body, and as a Man walks among men 
and meets their senses half-way ; to the end that 
they may, from what the Lord does with His 
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body, learn the truth, and through Him come to 
know the Father.” ! 

So writes Athanasius; and we may compare 
with him the well-known words of our own 
poet : 


For Wisdom dealt with mortal powers, 
Where truth in closest words shall fail, 
When truth embodied in a tale 

Shall enter in at lowly doors. > 


And so the Word had breath, and wrought 
With human hands the creed of creeds 
In loveliness of perfect deeds, 

More strong than all poetic thought ; 


Which he may read that binds the sheaf, 
Or builds the house, or digs the grave, 
And those wild eyes that watch the wave 
In roarings round the coral reef.? 


The significance of this comparison lies in the 
centuries that it covers. The truth for which 
Athanasius contended, after nineteen centuries 
of pervasive influence, persists, in spite of scorn 
and hatred, with undiminished power in the world 
to-day. 

But the secret of this power has lain not merely 
in the fact of the Incarnation, but especially in its 
atoning aspect. And it is important in this con- 
nection to remember that Christianity did not 


1 Athan. De Zncar. Verb. 16. 2 Tennyson, Zz Memoriam. 
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invent the notion of atonement; it is no solecism 
in history, as its*opponents often seem to suppose. 
On the contrary, history is full of it: every great 
religion, every earnest generation of men has 
been pre-occupied with the sense of sin, and the 
struggle for its abolition, either by ascetic or 
sacrificial expiation. And it was to this great 
world-want that the Christian atonement appealed. 
In speaking of the Atonement we must always 
bear in mind that the Christian Church has never 
authorised any one special theory on the subject 
of itsnature. On the contrary, many such theories 
or modifications of theory have been current from 
time to time; and it was regarded by Gregory 
Nazianzen, a leading theologian of the early 
Church, as one of those speculative questions, on 
which we might hold mistaken opinions without 
serious danger to our Christian life. But what- 
ever our thoughts on the matter, two points 
should be kept in mind. The first is that the 
love of the Father for sinners is plainly recog- 
nised in the New Testament as the cause of the 
coming of Christ. ‘God so loved the world, that 
He gave His only begotten Son, that whoso- 
ever believeth in Him should not perish, but 
have everlasting life.’ ‘God was in Christ, 
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reconciling the world to Himself.” ‘While we 
were enemies, we were reconciled to God through 
the death of His Son.” And this was fully felt 
in the early Church. ‘When the measure,” says 
the unknown author of the beautiful epistle to 
Diognetus ; ‘““when the measure of our wicked- 
ness was full and its natural consequence of 
punishment and death was to be expected... 
God did not hate us, or repel us, or remember 
our sins against us, but was long-suffering and 
pitiful, and in mercy took (avedéEaro) our sins upon 
Himself, and Himself gave His own Son as a 
ransom for us, the sinless for the sinful, the just 
for the unjust. For what else but His righteous- 
ness had power to cover our sins?” Any theory, 
therefore, which conflicts with this cardinal truth 
is unscriptural, un-patristic, and however much 
it may be held by Christians, essentially un- 
Christian; while it is such theories that have 
brought the whole doctrine in question, and with 
it the Christian religion, into disrepute in many 
minds. 

The second point to be remembered is that 
the vicariousness of Christ’s sacrifice must never 
be divorced or considered in abstraction from the 
correlative truth of His progressive union with 
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believers; enabling them ultimately to make 
what He has done for them in a very real sense 
their own. “For whom He justified, them He 
also glorified.” ‘If Christ be in you, the body 
is dead because of sin; but the Spirit is life be- 
cause of righteousness.” ‘The Spirit Himself 
beareth witness with our spirit, that we are 
children of God: and if children, then heirs; heirs 
of God, and joint-heirs with Christ ; if so be that 
we suffer with Him, that we may also be glorified 
with Him.” It is necessary in speaking of the 
Atonement to mention these two points, because 
they have been the subject of so much miscon- 
ception and misrepresentation as often to make 
the doctrine seem irrational and incredible. But 
beyond this we are not now concerned with any 
discussion of the doctrine itself, but simply with 
its practical effect upon the world. It has, asa 
matter of history, lifted the burden of sin from 
countless human hearts, and made the path of 
new life possible. Generation after generation 
of men have felt its reality in their own 
experience; and simple souls, who could least 
explain it have lived most fully in its power. It 
has brought the faith in God’s love home to man, 
ina way that nothing else could do; firing the 
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hearts of martyrs and missionaries in its cause; 
and quickening the spiritual life of innumerable 
men; while it is impossible to estimate the debt 
which the secular progress of the world owes to 
the secret influence which by renewing human 
nature at its core, has liberated and intensified 
all its noblest energies. 

Thus the Incarnation, with its atoning conse- 
quence, met and satisfied the age-long craving 
of the human heart for pardon and peace in 
communion and fellowship with God. But its 
influence was not confined to the spiritual side of 
man’s nature alone. For it gave rise to a worship 
and sacraments which took up and raised to a 
new level and clothed with a new meaning all of 
the like nature that had ever gone before ; lead- 
ing men to present their bodies, in “ reasonable, 
holy, and lively sacrifice” to God, with all the 
profound and far-reaching results that such 
sacrifice involved. We can easily trace and 
criticise the controversies and the conflicts that 
have arisen out of Christian worship, and raged 
around the. Eucharist; but we cannot see the 
other side of the picture that is “hid with 
Christ in God,” the power of the Eucharist in 
the spiritual history of the world ; what it was 
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to the martyrs ere they faced the lions; what it 
was to the lonely missionary in the northern 
forests; what it was to the long line of ascetics 
in their warfare with the flesh; what it was to 
the teachers and preachers who contended for the 
faith; what it has been throughout the ages to 
penitent sinners and holy and humble men of 
heart, ‘(a great multitude whom no man can 
number”; what it is to-day to countless lives of 
which the outer world can only recognise the 
practical efficiency, and not its secret source. 
Yet all this has to be weighed and reckoned with 
if we would estimate the power which belief in 
the Incarnation, and therefore in the doctrine 
which lies behind the Incarnation, has exerted in 
the world. 

Once more, there is yet another element in 
the religious consciousness which has played an 
important part in the history of the world, and 
that is the belief in, or the sense of, divine 
inspiration. We meet with it among rude races 
in the form of religious excitement or phrensy, a 
kind of possession by which the proper personality 
of its subject was for the time superseded. We 
find it attributed in a higher form to poets like 
the Vedic hymn- writers, or to great religious 
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leaders or reformers. While its highest exhibi- 
tion in pre-Christian times is, of course, in the 
consciousness of the Hebrew prophets, with their 
mysterious experience so often repeated, ‘The 
Word of the Lord came unto me.” This element 
of religion, again, was at once elevated and 
emphasised by the Christian doctrine of the Holy 
Ghost, in a way that was supremely practical. 
In the first place, the gift of the Spirit was pro- 
claimed to be no longer an exceptional, but for 
Christians, a normal thing; a thing which every 
Christian as such was to share. Secondly, it was 
the Holy Spirit, the Spirit of Holiness, rendering 
men’s bodies ‘“‘ temples of the Holy Ghost,” and 
their actions “fruits of the Spirit.” This con- 
sciousness gave that new intensity and solemnity 
and confidence to the moral life of Christians, 
which first enabled it to triumph over the laxity 
of the Greco-Roman world; and has subsequently 
sustained it, amid all adverse conditions, as the 
real salt of the earth, the real preservative of 
society from the successive inroads of corruption. 
Thirdly, the operation of the Spirit, while a 
divine indwelling, was the very converse of 
pantheistic possession. It did not suspend or 


supersede, but on the contrary accentuated the 
M 
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proper individuality of its subject. ‘‘ There are 
diversities of gifts,” says St. Paul, “ but the same 
Spirit.” ‘For to one is given through the Spirit 
the word of wisdom; and to another the word of 
knowledge according to the same Spirit; to 
another faith . . . toanother gifts of healing .. . 
to another working of miracles . . . to another 
prophecy ... to another discerning of spirits 

. to another divers kinds of tongues . . . to 
another the interpretation of tongues ... but 
all these worketh the one and the same Spirit, 
dividing to each one severally as He will.” And 
the same has been the case throughout Christian 
history. All the great saints have been men and 
women of marked individuality. Yet while thus 
intensifying the individual side of character, the 
unity of the Spirit has been the bond of peace, 
the bond which has held individual lives together 
in the closest social union. “ For by one Spirit 
we are all baptised into one body.” Other forces 
indeed, in the course of history, have interfered 
with the realisation of this union, till it cannot 
now be called more than an ideal, as regards the 
Christian world at large. But within the sepa- 
rate sections of that world we can trace the 
unifying action of the Spirit as a real force affecting 
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conduct, and quickening the aspiration for its 
own fuller realisation in a way that has many 
practical results. 

Nor does this personal indwelling exhaust the 
operations which Christians attribute to the Spirit. 
There is the inspiration of Scripture. No words 
are needed to emphasise what the Bible has been, 
considered simply as a force in human history ; 
and that force has been due not merely to its 
intrinsic contents, but to the belief that those 
contents spoke with the awful authority of the 
Spirit’s inspiration. ‘“ The Word of the Lord 
came unto me saying .. .” 

And once again there is the kindred belief in 
the inspiration of the Church. The function of 
the Church for twenty centuries has been to up- 
hold unpopular truths before the world. Its 
history has been an age-long passion, an age- 
long warfare against discouragement of every 
kind—tyrannous oppression, intellectual criticism, 
barbarous invasion, cultured contempt; com- 
plicated often by the paralysing presence of 
internal corruption, and doctrinal discord, and 
failure of faith. And when we read the lives of 
the men and women who have so maintained the 
fight against those odds that the faith is still 
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alive, while its successive foes are dead and gone, 
we realise that the secret of their success lay in 
their confident reliance upon the promised per- 
manence of the Spirit’s presence in the Church. 
Here again, therefore, the Christian doctrine was 
eminently practical. 

Now it may be thought that all which we 
have been saying in this chapter is very obvious 
—too obvious, in fact, to need such restatement. 
But familiarity, as we all know, is apt to breed 
contempt; and familiar truths may come to lose 
all their meaning from their very obviousness. 
So in the present case, the essential dependence 
of the facts, that we have passed in review, upon 
the doctrine that lies behind them is, as a rule, 
entirely forgotten. Our object, therefore, has 
been to point out that the Christian doctrine of 
the Trinity has, as a matter of fact, been intensely 
practical. Each of its constituent elements has, 
as we have seen, brought the thought of God 
in a different way home—closely and effectually 
home—to the human heart; while together they 
embrace and satisfy all the demands of our 
religious instinct. And further, man’s religion, 
when real, is never an isolated thing, but inti- 
mately connected with all his secular energies, 
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And thus the power which has guided the re- 
ligious, has also profoundly influenced the secular 
development of Christendom —its poetry, its 
painting, its music, its philosophy, its literature, 
its law, the gradual improvement of its social 
and political institutions; and this not merely or 
mainly by guiding men’s ideals, but still more by 
restoring to them the moral freedom, without 
which ideals would beckon in vain. The advance 
of what we call the progressive peoples of the 
world may no doubt have been partly due to 
their racial characteristics; but it is impossible 
to read history without seeing that it was in a 
far greater degree the result of their religion; 
not the controversial religion, which is all that 
the external critic sees, but the inner religion 
which has renewed men’s lives in each successive 
generation, and so given their best energies free 
scope. 

When, therefore, objections are urged against 
the doctrine of the Trinity, on the ground of its 
metaphysical and abstract character, we may point 
with confidence to the concrete magnitude of its 
results. It may not indeed be more compre- 
hensible than any other conception of what is 
essentially beyond our comprehension. But 
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it has enabled a more vivid apprehension than 
any other of God’s various relations to men; 
and proved in consequence, if we look be- 
neath the surface of history, the most practical 
of powers. 


Crier Real 
ITS WORTH A PRESUMPTION OF ITS TRUTH 


THE purport of our last chapter was to point out 
that, as a fact of history, the doctrine of the 
Trinity has been the form in which Theism has 
gained its closest and most effective hold upon 
human life; with the implication that this fact 
constitutes a strong presumption of the truth of 
the doctrine ; as being the result which we should 
naturally expect a revelation to have. But this 
touches upon a question, whereon it may be well 
to pause for a while, as it is one much discussed 
at the present day,—the question, namely, of the 
relation between value and truth. How far can 
we argue from a thing’s value to its validity ?| 
Is worth any indication of truth? 

The distinction, with which we are now so 
familiar, between judgments of value and judg- 
ments of truth, dates from Kant’s severance of 


the pure and. the practical reason. This led 
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Lotze to distinguish between our esthetic and 
ethical aims, on the one hand, which lead us to 
form judgments of value or worth ; and our intel- 
lectual aims, on the other, which lead us to form 
judgments of truth. Thus a judgment of truth 
is a statement of what a thing means for the 
intellect, or, in other words, of what we know 
about it; while a judgment of worth or value is 
a statement of what a thing means for the feelings 
and the will, or, in other words, of how much we 
care about it. The former judgment, therefore, 
when established and verified, tends to become 
impersonal,—independent, that is to say, of any 
particular mind; but the latter must always imply 
personal reference toa self or selves. To take 
an illustration from our present subject: ‘“ Jesus 
Christ was crucified under Pontius Pilate” would 
be a judgment of truth; of historic truth, com- 
manding general assent ; an impersonal statement 
of fact. Whereas “Christ died for us” would 
be a judgment of worth; a statement of the 
significance of His death for us, which could 
only be made by a personal believer. 

From Lotze, Ritschl took over this distinction, 
and, as is well known, emphasised its theological 
significance ; maintaining that the conception of 
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God can only be represented in judgments of 
value; and that only of such judgments, there- 
fore, should theology consist. We are not now 
concerned with his particular system, but only 
with some reflections, which the distinction that 
he thus popularised suggests. 

In the first place, it has long been recognised 
that Kant’s severance of the pure from the 
practical reason was far too complete. And the 
same may be said of this distinction of judgments 
to which it gave rise. In the abstract they may 
be separate, but in the concrete thought of actual 
life they interpenetrate each other. Knowledge, 
for instance, springs from curiosity, and seeks its 
satisfaction; but both the initial curiosity, the 
unsatisfied desire, and the final satisfaction, the 
rest in its fulfilment, are in the last analysis 
emotional states; while the whole of the intel- 
lectual interval between these involves ceaseless 
energy of will. So, on the other hand, any 
estimate of a work of art, or deed of heroism, if 
it is to be more than fanciful, must include an 
intellectual—a strictly intellectual—appreciation 
of its conditions, and its content. Thus the dis- 
tinction in question is not so much between two 
different kinds of judgment, as between the 
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different proportions in which the various in- 
gredients common to all judgments are combined. 
For all judgments are naturally, and in ultimate 
analysis, personal; they proceed, that is, from 
the action of the whole personality. But whereas 
in the more abstract sciences the personal element 
is ata minimum, and can be artificially eliminated, 
in concrete affairs it is at a maximum, and in- 
fluentially affects our results. And nothing is 
more concrete than religion, with its claim on the 
allegiance of every faculty of our being. 

It is quite true, therefore, to say that the 
personal faith of the believer is essential to the 
right apprehension of theological doctrine. In- 
deed, it is a truth that cannot be too strongly 
emphasised, in face of the facile criticism of 
theology by its opponents to which we are so 
accustomed in the present day. ‘ Without holi- 
ness, no man can see the Lord.” A man must 
both ‘will to believe” and “will to do,” if he 
would ‘know of the doctrine.” But neither the 
‘will to believe” nor the “will tomde = wact 
blindly ; they have intellectual judgments behind 
them, and it is their constant aim and object to 
make those judgments more secure. True, the 
only knowledge of God which will avail us is the 
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experience of our personal relation to Him; and 
when that goal is attained we need not retraverse 
the road whereby we reached it. But we could 
never have started upon that road at all without 
presuppositions which are essentially intellectual, 
however little the majority of believers may be 
able to put them into words. ‘For he that 
cometh to God must believe that He is, and that 
He is a rewarder of all them that diligently seek 
Him.” The young and the simple may indeed 
accept this and the like truths upon authority, 
but this does not alter their intellectual character ; 
any more than when the average layman accepts 
scientific discoveries, in the same way, at second 
hand. Moreover, the Christian society is educa- 
tive and missionary; a great part of its work is 
to bring others within the range of a spiritual 
experience, which, as yet, they confessedly do 
not possess. And this necessarily involves the 
intellectual presentation of doctrine; which must 
consequently be patient of such presentation ; it 
must be reasonable, as well as valuable, and, in 
many cases, reasonable before its value can be 
tested. 

It would seem, therefore, a serious exaggeration 
to speak of Christian doctrine as founded exclu- 
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sively upon judgments of value, though the exag- 
geration of an important truth. That truth, how- 
ever, is no noveity, but as old as Christianity. “He 
that willeth to do... shall know of the doctrine.” 
“The word of hearing did not profit them, be- 
cause they were not united by faith with them 
that heard.” Not only is the intellectual appre- 
ciation of doctrine valueless, when divorced from 
the faith that enables us to translate it into per- 
sonal experience and so make it true for ourselves; 
but faith is also an important element even in 
its right intellectual appreciation. For example, 
faith in the person of Christ, as divine, conditions 
our whole view of His life and teaching, con- 
sidered as a revelation; and faith in the guidance 
of the Church by the Holy Spirit our whole 
view of doctrinal development. It furnishes us 
with presuppositions, and principles of interpre- 
tation that we should not otherwise possess. 

This leads us to the further question, that is 
now often asked. How far are judgments of 
value, or judgments into which faith enters as a 
constituent element, any evidence that their 
contents are real and true; independently, 
that is, or what is now commonly called  ob- 
jectively real and true? For instance, is the 
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fact that my belief in God is of the greatest 
present value to me any proof that God exists? 
or, again, is the value of Christ to the world any 
proof that He is God? And here we at once 
see the danger arising from that abstract treat- 
ment of the judgments of value to which we 
alluded above—the malign inheritance of Kant’s 
severance of pure from practical reason. For if 
judgments of value were really devoid of all 
metaphysical implication, if they were strictly 
and literally predications of value and nothing 
else, they could not, of course, logically carry us 
a single step beyond themselves. For the fact 
that a given belief is useful, cannot, in abstract 
logic, prove that it is true. But are judgments 
of value, as they occur in real life, ever truly of 
this abstract nature? Are they not always im- 
plicated in a context which is ultimately meta- 
physical? To begin with, as we have already 
said, they are personal, they are the judgments 
of a person or self. Anda person who reflects 
upon himself finds that he is a rational being 
in a rational or intelligible world. There are, 
of course, a minority of sceptics who deny the 
rationality of the world, and the consequent 
possibility of knowledge. But in the face of 
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modern science such scepticism is even much less 
tenable than when Plato and Aristotle opposed 
it long ago. For science can only exist on the 
assumption that the world is intelligible and can 
therefore be known; and it proves the truth of 
this assumption every time that it issues a pre- 
diction that is subsequently verified, as in the 
famous discovery of Neptune ; every time that it 
turns freshly found secrets of nature to human 
use ; every time that it makes a machine which 
works, or employs a chemical with foreseen effect. 
These are practical proofs, of continual occur- 
rence, that the material world is intelligible or 
rationally ordered; and on the strength of them 
the scientific man is perfectly assured that all the 
regions of nature still unknown may be ultimately 
reduced to knowledge. 

But the same person who thus finds himself 
to be rational, and the inhabitant of a material 
world which is rationally ordered, finds himself 
also to be a moral and spiritual being; with a 
conscience, however acquired, that distinguishes 
right from wrong; and with a desire for spiritual 
communion with other persons, and, in its deepest 
analysis, with God. Moreover, these moral and 
spiritual characteristics are inextricably inter- 
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twined with his reason; they are inseparable 
elements in the self-same personality, over the 
whole of which reason plays. And the demand 
of reason to meet with rationality is necessarily 
the same in every field. Reason demands, or 
assumes, therefore, that the moral and spiritual 
world should be as rationally ordered as the 
material, And this can only be the case if 
our moral and spiritual aspirations are ulti- 
mately realised, and therefore justified. For 
if human nature, the highest thing in all 
the nature that we know, existed only to be 
frustrated, and frustrated in respect of those very 
characteristics by which it excels the rest of 
nature, the world would be indeed irrational, and 
purposelessness the end of all its seeming pur- 
pose. But a part of nature, the material order, 
we already know to be rational; and reason is 
thereby justified in assuming the same of the 
whole. It is indeed the very function of reason 
to make this assumption. It would not be reason 
otherwise. Moreover, the assumption admits of 
a partial—if very partial—verification here and 
now. For every life of noble endeavour or 
saintly experience is a proof that human person- 


ality is capable, as far as our present limitations 
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allow, of realising what ought to be, or, in other 
words, what reason demands, and so becoming 
truly rational, er conformable to reason. And so 
we are led, step by step, to conclude that there 
must be a God, to enable the complete realisation 
of our moral ideals, and to justify our aspirations 
for communion with Himself. And the process 
of our reasoning, it should be noticed, is closely 
parallel to that by which the man of science con- 
cludes from his partial knowledge of natural 
phenomena, that, given time and opportunity, all 
can be ultimately and adequately known. 

We have not intended to do more than briefly 
allude to this familiar argument in outline; 
because our present concern is not with what it 
proves, but with the nature of its proof; and its 
bearing on the inference from value or worth, to 
reality or truth. For it will be seen at once, 
from what we have been saying, that, in real life, 
we do not deal with value in the abstract, but 
with value in a particular context, the context of 
a rational and teleologically ordered world; or, to 
put it otherwise, value as estimated bya person who 
is essentially rational, and whose reason neces- 
sarily permeates and qualifies all his judgments. 

Thus the moral argument in question for the 
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existence of God is not the blind postulate of a 
working hypothesis with which human life cannot 
dispense; but a veritable process of reasoning, 
whose major premiss is the rationality of the world. 
For if the world is rationally ordered, as we 
believe that it is, then the value of God to our 
moral and spiritual life, or, in other words, the 
necessity for His existence, if that life is ever to 
attain the complete realisation which reason 
demands for it, affords the strongest possible 
presumption that He does exist. Thus in this 
particular case we do argue from value to 
validity, or from worth to truth, or from im- 
portance to reality; and we do so by a strictly 
rational process, which does not indeed amount 
to a demonstration, but affords a degree of prob- 
ability which many would be willing to regard 
as moral certainty. Other arguments from value 
to reality may not be so convincing as this; but 
the point that we would emphasise is that, 
whenever the value of a thing can be shown to 
be closely connected with the rationality of the 
world as a whole, this fact justifies a rational 
presumption, as distinct from a mere postulate 
of its reality or truth.’ 


! See Note 3. 
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We may now return to the point from which 
we started, the value or importance which the 
doctrine of the Trinity has, as a matter of history, 
possessed for the world, as briefly indicated in 
our last chapter; with the inference that we 
would draw from this fact. The doctine of the 
Trinity, as being a form of Theism, has behind it 
and is supported by all the complex and cumu- 
lative arguments that make for Theism. Theism, 
again, considered in connection with man’s world- 
wide and age-long desire for communion with 
God, creates an immense presumption in favour 
of the occurrence of such a revelation as would 
make that communion possible, in its utmost 
degree. We can only conceive such a revela- 
tion to be made through human personality ; 
and the fullest form that a revelation through 
human personality could possibly take would 
be an Incarnation of God. The Christian 
Church has always believed Jesus Christ to be 
God Incarnate, on the ground of the claim which 
He personally made; as interpreted by the 
society which He founded, and to which He 
promised spiritual guidance into all truth. Jesus 
Christ, in the belief of the Church, revealed the 
existence of Father, Son, and Spirit in the God- 
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head ; which revelation the Church subsequently 
formulated, for the purpose of transmission, as 
the doctrine of the Trinity in Unity. These are 
the intellectual presuppositions, this is the philo- 
sophic and historic context, in relation to which 
we have to estimate the importance or value 
which the doctrine has possessed for mankind. 
We may sum that importance up in a phrase by 
saying that the doctrine lies at the very root of 
the existence of the Christian Church ;—the Chris- 
tian Church which has brought home to its true 
members in every age, and brings home to them 
with equal efficiency to-day, precisely that con- 
viction of communion with God, and consequent 
consecration and confirmation of life, which it 
would be the object of a revelation to bring. 
“Hereby £xzow we that we abide in Him, and 
Tlewinmuse becausesiie hath civen sus of His 
Spicits 

Now we have seen above that the satisfaction 
of our moral and spiritual aspirations must be a 
condition of the rationality of the world. If they 
are doomed for ever to frustration, then our reason 
lies. We may fairly argue, therefore, that the 
only religion which has rationally and really 


satisfied these aspirations, as far as our earthly 
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limitations allow, and which promises with an 
authority authenticated by its past and present 
power, their adequate fulfilment hereafter ;—we 
may fairly argue that such a religion, even other 
arguments apart, may be presumed from the 
connection of its human value with the rationality 
of the world to be true. | 

It is sometimes objected to this line of argu- 
ment that it in technical language “proves too 
much,” since other religions have been equally 
satisfactory to their adherents, and should there- 
fore, if this be any argument, be equally true. 
Buddhism and Mahometanism are the two systems 
most frequently and familiarly quoted to this effect. 
It should be noted, therefore, in the first place, 
that we can in no way isolate the appeal to 


d 


“satisfaction” or ‘‘value” from its rational con- 
text. We merely regard it as one factor among 
many in a complex proof; one element in a 
cumulative argument which tends to corroborate, 
while in turn it is corroborated by the rest. And, 
in the next place, it will be noticed that we have 
spoken of “the rational and the real”’ satisfaction 
of our religious aspirations and desires, meaning | 
one which reason approves, and which issues in 


practical results that are conformable to reason, 
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And this qualification is essential to our argu- 
ment. For we do not merely mean that the 
Christian has a subjective sensation of satisfaction 
in his creed, but that he has a satisfying con- 
viction, that is justified by the reasonableness of 
the grounds on which it rests ; and that produces 
a character which reason emphatically affirms 
‘ought to be,” as representing the most rational 
realisation of human personality. Now when 
we turn to Buddhism we do not find these re- 
quirements there met. We find indeed self- 
control and purity both inculcated and _ practised, 
and an attitude of calm and gentle amiability to 
all the world. And herein we may well recognise 
the operation of a Spirit greater than its subjects 
suspect. But upon what intellectual foundation 
does it all rest, and what therefore is its ultimate 
character? It rests upon pessimism; upon the 
conviction of the irrationality of the world, and 
consequent need for “the great renunciation.” 
Conscious individuality is regarded as the cause 
of all pain and sorrow; and this conscious in- 
dividual existence is due to the presence of desire 
in the heart, which, as long as it continues, leads 
to endless re-births. The enlightened man who, 


understanding this, purges himself from all desire, 
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thereby enters into the peace of Nirvana; and 
with the death of his body will cease fom all 
conscious individual existence. 


Long have I wandered! Long! 

Bound by the Chain of Life, 
Through many births : 

Seeking thus long, in vain, 

“Whence comes this Life in man, his Consciousness, 
his Pain !” 
And hard to bear is Birth, 
When pain and death but lead to Birth again. 


Found! It is found! 
O cause of individuality ! 
No longer shalt thou make a house for me : 
Broken are all thy beams. 
Thy ridge-pole shattered ! 
Into Nirvana now my mind has past : 
The end of cravings has been reached at last.! 


Such a system may satisfy its adherents in the 
sense of helping them to make the best of an 
intolerable situation ; but this is not the kind of 
satisfaction that reason demands or can approve. 
For reason affirms that the world is rational, that 
it “‘means intensely and means well”; and the 
only adequate goal of conscious personality must 
consist in the actual realisation of all its latent 
capacities ; while sin and sorrow arise, not from 


1 Trans. by Rhys Davids, Buddhist Birth Stories, 
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the desire for fulness of life, which is of the very 
essence of life itself, but from the action of 
specifically evil desires upon the will. In the 
one case all is positive; in the other all negation. 
The one view stimulates human progress in 
every direction—art, science, literature, com- 
merce, social and political advance. The other 
renounces everything simply for the sake of its 
renunciation. Above all, the ethical aim of the 
one is to realise the good, and is therefore 
essentially unselfish and altruistic; that of the 
other merely to escape the evil in a way which, 
in the last analysis, is selfish and immoral.' And 
what is true of Buddhism is true of all systems of 
religion which aim at or expect the obliteration 
of personal individuality whether by annihilation 
or pantheistic absorption. They destroy the 
whole value of life considered as a school of 
character, whose development is prophetic of its 
continuance, and therewith all the moral meaning 
which reason recognises in the world. 
Mahometanism is in very different case, for 
Mahometanism is very much, as Dante viewed 
it, a Christian .or Judeo-Christian heresy, with a 
firm belief in God, and a future life in which vice 


1 See Note 4. 
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and virtue are respectively punished and rewarded. 
Many also of its moral and religious precepts and 
practices are noble, and represent a great advance 
on the previous condition of the Arabian races. 
But when every allowance has been made for all 
that can possibly be said under these heads, and 
apart from all criticism of the many details which 
invite criticism, there is one broad fact which 
adversely differentiates Mahometanism from 
Christian morality. And that is, that Mahomet- 
anism does not recognise the inherent value of 
personality as such; its claim to be an end in 
itself, and never to be regarded as a means to 
an end. 


Our life is turned 
Out of her course, wherever Man is made 
An offering, or a sacrifice, a tool 
Or implement, a passive Thing employed 
As a brute mean, without acknowledgment 
Of common right or interest in the end ; 
Used or abused, as selfishness may prompt.! 


And though this phraseology may sound very 
Kantian and therefore recent, the truth that it 
expresses was older than Mahomet, and lay at 
the very root of the religion which he claimed to 
supersede. “© There ‘can “be” neither sew nor 


1 Wordsworth’s Excursion, bk. ix. 
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Greek, there can be neither bond nor free, there 
can be no male or female: for ye are all one man 
in Christ Jesus.” As against this Mahometanism 
sanctions both polygamy and slavery, and thus 
denies the human dignity of the majority of man- 
kind. And nothing that can be pleaded as to the 
relative expediency of such a sanction for a given 
race or age, can alter the fact that it disallows 
an inalienable right with which reason invests 
personality. And this defective treatment of the 
human person, with its many disastrous historical 
results, was undoubtedly connected with the rigid 
unitarianism of Mahomet’s theology. It has often 
been pointed out that as a matter of history the 
Incarnation, with its closer union of the human 
and the divine had the greatest influence in 
developing and intensifying the significance of 
human personality, and with it the actual char- 
acters of men. And it was in the light thrown 
on them by the Incarnation that the Fathers 
constantly harp upon the words of Genesis: “ In 
the image of God created He him; male and 
female created He them.” 

The tendency of Mahomet’s monotheism, on 
the other hand, was to emphasise exclusively the 
infinitude of the gulf between the Creator and 
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His creatures, without any adequate recognition 
of their correlation. The Creator is regarded 
simply in His franscendence; as the Author of 
absolute decrees ; and the creature remains in all 
his creaturely infirmity. There is no mediator 
between the two, nor anything analogous to the 
Christian doctrine of the Holy Spirit, whose in- 
dwelling presence is a_ perpetual principle of 
progressive development. No such injunction, 
therefore, as*“ Be ye=perfect; Sno, presentation 
of an absolute standard is possible. Morality 
remains relative and stereotyped in its rela- 
tivity, with no higher sanction than that of 
ultimate rewards and punishments of a purely 
relative and human type. There is thus no scope 
for that progressive development or realisation 
of our personality, that attainment of reality 
through personal union with the absolute source 
of reality which is alike the demand of reason 
and the promise of Christ. ‘As Thou, Father, 
art in Me, and | in Thee, that they also may be 
one in Us.” “It doth not yet appear what we 
shall be: but we know that, when He shall appear, 
we shall be like Him; for we shall see Him as 


Heis.”* 
1 See Note 5. 
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And what is true of the two religious systems 
of which we have spoken is true of all others, 
when compared with Christianity. They lack 
precisely that which the doctrines of the Trinity 
and the Incarnation profess to supply—a power 
that can educate our personality to what reason 
shall recognise to be its true perfection, and also 
secure for it the actual attainment, fulfilment, 
realisation of all that such perfection implies. 


Thy power can fill the heart that Thy power expands. 


In a word, all others are relative religions, and 
as such cannot claim to have their truth involved 
in the rationality of the world, while the claim of 
Christianity is to be the absolute religion which 
alone can finally satisfy the reason. ‘ Heaven 
and earth shall pass away, but My words shall not 
pass away.” And this claim justifies our arguing 
from its value to its truth, in a world where, if 
our reason is to be adequately satisfied, truth and 
goodness must ultimately coincide, and the Truth 


be also the Life. 
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INTELLECTUAL BEARINGS OF THE DOCTRINE 


Our last two chapters have been concerned with 
the value as exhibited in history, which the 
doctrine of the Trinity has possessed for life, the 
spiritual and moral and therefore practical life of 
men. But we incidentally alluded in a previous 
chapter to its value also for thought; the way in 
which it helps rather than hinders us in thinking 
about God, and His relation to the world. We 
will now return to consider this value for thought 
in a little further detail. We have already seen 
that the doctrine of the Trinity throws light upon 
the absoluteness of God. All Theists regard 
God as absolute in the sense of being self-con- 
tained and independent of all necessary relation 
to finite persons or things, meaning by this that 
finite persons and things are in no way essential 
to His being what He is, in no way contributary 
to, or constitutive of His Godhead. Yet when 
188 
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we proceed, as all Theists do, to think further of 
this absolute Being as personal and good and 
loving, we recognise that these characteristics 
imply and involve relationships. It is a distinct 
help to our thought, therefore, as we have already 
seen, to be told that such relationships exist within 
the Godhead, and thus do not detract from its 
absoluteness or independence of all other than 
Itself. We may not see far, but we see farther 
than we should otherwise have done; for we 
catch a glimpse into a Life that is no abstraction, 
like the impersonal absolute of some philosophers, 
but rich and concrete with the fulness of eternal 
relationships—relationships which again contain 
the potency of Its further relations with finite 
things. When men speak of an impersonal 
“ Absolute,” difficulties at once arise as to the 
nature of its connection with the relative world 
of finite and changing things; since it must 
either exclude all relations and so fade into a 
mere abstraction, or include all relations and so 
disperse into a vague generalisation that can 
lead us to no profitable thought. But from the 
Christian point of view these difficulties do not 
occur. For we have nothing to do with an im- 


personal absolute, but with an absolute God ; and 
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we regard the existence of finite things and pro- 
cesses and persons as due to His voluntary crea- 
tion. Though therefore in a sense created nature 
may be said to limit God’s absoluteness, as in 
the case of finite freewill, it is with no essential 
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limitation, but only a contingent one,—contingent 
on the Divine will itself. In other words, it isa 
self-limitation consequent on God’s will to create ; 
but such voluntary self- limitation comes from 
within and not from without, whereas it is only 
limitation from without, limitation by another, 
which would be incompatible with the proper 
absoluteness that we attribute to God. A king 
does not diminish his authority by delegating its 
exercise to his ministers. 

Moreover, when we look more closely at 
the matter, we see that in the case of human 
personality, self-limitation is the necessary con- 
dition of its highest excellence. For sin is always 
transgression, the over-stepping of due bounds, 
the refusal to be limited by the ‘ Thou shalt not,” 
whether of divine or human law. And the sinner 
tends in consequence to lose his clear-cut outline 
in a way to which words like dissipation and 
dissoluteness point. He progressively merges 
his distinct individuality in mere membership of 
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a class, the class that is addicted to, and at last 
identified with his particular type of sin or crime. 
Madness, prison, suicide may be the end, and 
all equally symbolise the destruction of proper 
personality, or, to use a modern term, the deper- 
sonalisation, to which transgression leads. 
Whereas virtue is rooted in self-control, self- 
discipline, that is, voluntary self-limitation, the 
effect of which is not to obliterate but to intensify 
and emphasise personality both in its individual 
and universal aspect; since the more individual 
a man is, and therefore the more distinct his 
function, the more important a factor does he 
become in the social whole; his difference from 
others constitutes his usefulness to others, and 
their correlative need ofhim. Weare familiar with 
this fact in the case of the great statesman, or 
lawyer, or general, or artist ; and it is even truer 
in the case of the great saint. Thus voluntary 
self-limitation is plainly the means, and the only 
means, by which human personality can ever attain 
to its highest degree of individual excellence 
and universal worth. Ina word, self-limitation is 
the sole condition of self-realisation. And we see 
this best of all where virtue culminates in love. 
For “greater love hath no man than this, that a 
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man lay down his life for his friends.” Here the 
very same act is at once the climax of all possible 
self-limitation afd the supreme realisation of the 
highest self. Thus self-limitation proves, upon 
analysis, only to be an abstract description of 
what in concrete reality is self-determination ; 
and the noblest characteristic of personality as 
we know it is self-determination, of which the 
motive is love. If, therefore, we are to think of 
three persons in the Trinity, united by a bond 
of eternal love, we should suppose this charac- 
teristic to have some high analogue within the 
Godhead, and thence to be reflected in God’s 
relation to created persons and things, without any 
consequent infringement of His absolute character. 

All this may sound abstract and academic; but 
it needs saying since it indicates the direction 
wherein lies our answer to an objection that is 
actually raised. Moreover, it is only the abstract 
statement of a truth that is vital to practical 
religion, and not more vital for the intellect than 
for the heart and will. 


Change and decay in all around I see: 
O Thou who changest not, abide with me. 


It is only our sense of God’s absolute in- 
dependence of us, if we may so express it, that 
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enables us entirely to depend on Him; and that 
dependence is the very root of our religion. Our 
reason demands an absolute Being, to make 
relative and finite existence intelligible. Our 
will or moral nature demands an absolute God, 
to make the ultimate realisation of our ethical 
ideals possible. Our affections demand an absolute 
Love in which they may permanently rest. In 
a word, our personality, which is essentially 
dependent upon others, demands beyond all finite 
and fleeting others an absolute other personality 
as its only adequate object and end. 

“© Lord, thy word endureth for ever in 
heaven. Thy truth also remaineth from one 
generation to another.” 

“Before the mountains were brought forth, or 
ever the earth and the world were made; thou art 
God from everlasting, and world without end.” 

‘“Thy righteousness standeth like the strong 
mountains: thy judgments are like the great 
deep: 7 

“The Lord is loving unto every man; his 
mercy is over all his works.” 

“My soul is athirst for God: yea, even for the 
living God.” 

This is the basal, the fundamental utterance 
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of the religious consciousness, on which all else 
depends; and as such it is naturally the one 
which we find émphasised in Judaism, with its 
ultimate fear of even naming the Holy Name. 
This consciousness is not originally a creation of 
pure reason. It is partly instinctive, partly 
intuitive, partly traditional, partly inferential. But 
the process of its evolution or education, though 
psychologically interesting, does not affect the 
reality of its Object, any more than the evolution 
of the eye affects the physical nature oflight. And 
that reality is affirmed by reason, upon analysis, to 
be no mere practical postulate, but a necessary 
implication of all our thoughts. And upon this 
absolute reality the doctrine of the Trinity throws, 
as we have seen, still further light ; which again 
reason did not originate, but can recognise, when 
revealed, as rational. 

To think of God in this way is to think of 
Him, in modern phrase, as transcendent, as above 
and beyond all relative and finite existence; the 
High and Holy One that inhabiteth eternity, 
“dwelling in the light that no man can approach 
unto.” But this does not exhaust the content of. 
the religious consciousness. For we also think 
of God, as immanent in creation ; that 1s, as omni- 
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present, indwelling, upholding, sustaining, con- 
trolling, guiding the universe in all its ways; 
and finally informing and inspiring men with the 
knowledge of Himself. This line of thought 
has historically come down to us from Greek 
rather than from Jewish sources, and was, as is 
well known, emphasised in the Greek theology 
of the Alexandrian Fathers. It represents an 
important aspect of religious truth, and one that, 
from various causes, has assumed great promi- 
nence in the present day. 

Now it is theoretically possible to isolate 
either of these aspects of the Divine and regard 
it as the whole truth; to conceive of God as 
simply transcendent, or simply immanent in the 
world ; but in each case with disastrous results. 
For if we isolate the transcendence, or lay such 
predominant emphasis upon it as practically to 
exclude all else, we come to think of God only in 
His remoteness, or distinction from the world; and 
are on the road that leads, through the various 
forms of Deism, with its distant God and 
mechanical universe, to the logical end of Agnos- 
ticism, the mere recognition of an unknown and 
unknowable power. And this satisfies neither 
our heart nor our head; it is an intellectually 
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untenable and morally useless position, against 
which our whole personality revolts. 

On the othe* hand, we may isolate the con- 
ception of divine immanence, and think of God 
as dwelling in the universe, without in any way 
transcending it. This means pantheism of one 
kind or another; which regards the material 
universe as God’s bodily manifestation, and God 
as the universal soul or life. Hence the various 
processes of the world, such as evolution, are not 
merely controlled by God, but identified with 
Him, and He with them. He comes to conscious- 
ness in man, and is the source of all human 
activity; with the logical consequence that He 
must be conceived to be the cause of evil as 
well as good. For directly we allow Him any 
moral distinction from the universal life we tacitly 
reintroduce the conception of transcendence ; and 
this is probably what most professors of pantheism 
unconsciously do. Thus a doctrine of mere divine 
immanence or pantheism is for all practical intents 
and purposes, indistinguishable from materialism, 
with its recognition of universal energy. And 
God thus conceived is neither the God which our 
religious consciousness demands, nor a God that 
our reason can recognise or receive. 
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Hence it will be obvious that divine immanence 
and divine transcendence are not mutually ex- 
clusive, but essentially correlative conceptions, 
which must be held together to satisfy the 
requirements either of reason or religion. Judaism, 
for example, as we have said above, lays especial 
stress upon the divine transcendence ; but it fully 
recognises all that is religiously essential in the 
correlative conception; that is to say, God’s 
intimate nearness to human affairs. 

‘For thus saith the high and lofty One that 
inhabiteth eternity, I dwell in the high and holy 
place, with him also that is of a contrite and 
humble spirit, to revive the spirit of the humble, 
and) to revive the heart of the contrite ones,” 
‘‘ For though the Lord be high, yet hath he respect 
unto the lowly.” “O Lord, thou hast searched 
me out, and known me: thou knowest my down- 
sitting and mine uprising; thou understandest 
my thoughts long before. Thou art about my 
path and about my bed, and spiest out all my 
ways. For lo, there is not a word in my tongue, 
but Thou, O Lord, knowest it altogether. . . 
Such knowledge is too wonderful and excellent 
for me; I cannot attain unto it. Whither shall 
I go then from thy Spirit, or whither shall I go 
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then from thy presence? . . . If I take the wings 
of the morning, and remain in the uttermost 
parts of the sea, even there also shall thy hand 
lead me, and thy right hand shall hold me.” 

Here we have the two thoughts in immediate 
juxtaposition ; as indeed they are throughout the 
Old Testament ; and we feel at once as we know 
also, in our own personal experience, that the 
thought of God’s nearness derives all its religious 
significance from the opposite thought of His 
greatness. He “who is not far from every one 
of us” is yet “the ich and Tol Ones a ine 
Rock that is higher than I,” The Lord “ who 
sitteth above the water floods,” The Lord “ who 
remaineth a king for ever.” He is at once so 
near that we can instantly turn to Him; and yet 
so supreme that. we turn with the confident 
assurance that the ‘‘ Lord is a great God and a 
great king above all gods.” It is because he is 
so essentially Other than ourselves that we can 
securely “abide under the shadow of the 
Almighty”: with 
The submission of man’s nothing perfect to God’s all-complete, 
As by each new obeisance in spirit I climb to His feet.1 

Even in our own human relationships the 


1 Browning, Sazd. 
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element of otherness is essential. It is because 
my friend is other than myself, and as such inde- 
pendent of my personal sin or sorrow, that I can 
turn to him in time of trouble to support my 
weakness by his strength. It is because those 
who love me are other than myself, better, or 
greater, or holier, or lovelier, that I feel my whole 
being enriched and expanded by the gift of their 
love. And all true union among men is attained, 
not by the obliteration, but by the emphasis of 
their individuality, or peculiar difference ; enabling 
each man to perform his function—that which 
ing tos phrase, “he alone can. do, or can 
do best” —for the common good of the social 
whole. 

In religion this principle culminates. For in 
religion we seek union with Another who is all 
that we are not, and can supply therefore all that 
we lack. But this union must be a moral union, 
an union of free persons ultimately self determined; 
and the possibility of moral union ceases directly 
metaphysical confusion begins. If there is no 
determinate outline between the creature and the 
Creator; if our being is metaphysically involved 
in that of God, or His in ours, we lose, together 
with our personal distinction, our capacity for 
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spiritual communion. Thus however much stress 
we lay.upon God’s immanence, or intimate pre- 
sence in the world, and inspiring guidance of the 
minds of men; this immanence gains its whole 
significance and character from the fact that it is 
the immanence of the Transcendent One, the 
Eternal, the All-Holy, the Almighty. 

Judaism, as we have seen, while emphatically 
asserting God’s transcendence, combines it with 
a sense of His spiritual nearness to mankind, and 
providential government of the world; but it did 
not develop this into a general doctrine of divine 
immanence. That doctrine, on the other hand, 
was prominent in the Indian and Stoic philoso- 
phies; but in a form which always tended to pan- 
theism, even if it was not in all cases thoroughly 
pantheistic, with the unsatisfactory consequences 
that we have noticed above. Here therefore 
again the doctrine of the Trinity assists our 
thought ; at least to the extent of throwing a 
_ suggestive light upon the combination of imman- 
ence with transcendence. For that doctrine, as 
taught by the fathers, after St. Paul and St. John, 
represents the Son, viewed as the Word (Adyos), 
to be the eternal expression or manifestation of 
the Father—the Father who is the sole source of 


i. OPS Ti eeOOCT RINE 201 


Godhead, as they expressed it (anyi) QcdryT0s) 
—and to be consequently His instrument and 
mediator in the creation of the world. It may 
perhaps be allowable to illustrate this thought by 
a human analogy, provided that it be not pressed 
too far. Our own inner, invisible self, our 
personality, is manifested through our body, with 
its looks, and tones, and gestures; our body is, 
as regards this world, our permanent and more 
or less adequate manifestation; our person, as 
it is often called. But precisely because it is so 
it becomes the natural and inevitable instrument 
or organ of all our other temporary manifestations, 
the words that we speak, the deeds that we do, 
the statues, the pictures, the poems, the machinery 
that we create. These things are voluntary 
manifestations of different aspects of our central 
self: we are free to make them or to leave them 
unmade; they are partial and particular and 
transient ; they do not express us essentially and 
permanently as our body does; but their possi- 
bility entirely depends upon the fact that we 
possess in our body a permanent principle of self- 
manifestation. And on this analogy we may 
conceive that He who is God’s essential and 


eternal manifestation would also be the agent, as 
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such, of His temporal and contingent manifesta- 
tion in creation. 

We are thus enabled to think of the Father 
whom no man hath seen at any time as God in 
His eternal transcendence, and of the Only- 
begotten Son who “hath revealed Him” as God 
immanent in the universe, not in any pantheistic 
sense, but as its free creator and upholder, the 
controller of all its movement and life. ‘‘ He is 
in creation,” says Athanasius, ‘‘and yet He does 
not partake of its nature in the least degree, but 
rather all things partake of His power.” And in 
the same way, as being the creator and sustainer 
of universal nature, He is the creator and sustainer 
of mankind, and the light which lighteth every 
man coming into the world, not as being identified 
or identifiable with every man, but as freely 
endowing every man with life and reason and 
will and love. But in creating man He created 
a being capable of knowing God, and desirous of 
communion with God. Hence as the natural 
sequence of this creation, in the order of time, 
though its presupposition in the order of divine 
thought “before the foundation of the world” 
He became incarnate! to enable and assist this 


1 See Note 6. 


x OPS tii FepOeGLRINE 203 


knowledge and communion: “till we all attain 
unto the unity of the faith, and of the knowledge 
of the Son of God, unto a full-grown man, unto 
the measure of the stature of the fulness of Christ : 
that we may . . . grow up in all things into Him 
which is the head, even Christ: from whom all 
the body fitly framed and knit together through 
that which every joint supplieth, according to the 
working in due measure of every part, maketh 
the increase of the body unto the building up of 
itself in love.” 

The Incarnation thus regarded is no excep- 
tional intervention in human affairs, but the 
natural continuation of God’s original purpose in 
creating man, a being capable of such development 
that eventually Christ may be “formed in” him, 
andanesmay pe able tomsay, “l-live, yet not I, 
Christ liveth in me,” and whe does not really 
come to be himself till by the completion of this 
development he is “ made in the image of God.” 

It is important to bear in mind that this view 
of the Incarnation was that of the great philoso- 
phical thinkers of the early Church, especially of 
the Alexandrian theologians and Athanasius, 
because at a later date it came to be obscured in 
the popular mind by a narrower conception, which 
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saw in the Incarnation only the Atonement or 
Redemption of man from sin. Many causes 
contributed tc this. The western Church was 
essentially practical, and therefore naturally gave 
prominence to that element in Christian teaching 
which bore most immediately upon the reforma- 
tion and restoration of moral and spiritual life. 
Moreover, the western Church was profoundly 
influenced by Augustine; and Augustine partly 
from his bent of character and personal history, 
partly from the nature of the controversies to 
which his age gave rise, was led to lay especial 
stress upon the problems of free-will and grace 
and sin. These problems were again accentuated 
in the ascetic life of the cloister, and in the fierce 
conflict of the Church through the dark ages with 
a lawless world. And when the Reformation 
came it was no less preoccupied with sin, and 
therefore no less affected by Augustine. 

Hence during a long period the atoning aspect 
of the Incarnation assumed exclusive prominence 
in men’s minds, as being that of which they 
immediately had need. And as a consequence 
the Incarnation itself came to be regarded as 
contingent upon or indirectly due to human sin. 
But with the revival of more philosophic thought 
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the grave speculative difficulties that such a theory 
involved could not but become apparent. And 
this led Duns Scotus to revive the older view, 
which he cast into hypothetical form by saying 
that the Incarnation would have taken place even 
if man had never sinned. And this Scotist view 
of the Incarnation, as it came after him to be 
called, has, as is now well known, gained increas- 
ing recognition in the Church, being in fact a 
republication of what was substantially the Alex- 
andrian theology. ‘This does not, of course, mean 
that we abandon any of the valuable elements in 
the Augustinian teaching, or go back to anything 
which that teaching superseded, but merely that 
we restore to its due place another important 
element of Christian thought which had fallen 
into comparative abeyance during a period when 
it was not practically needed, because men’s minds 
were not exercised about the relation of Christi- 
anity to our general philosophy of the world, as 
once they had been, and now are again. We 
thus regard the Incarnation, including its re- 
demptive efficacy and sanctifying power, as the 
continuance of God’s creative operation in the 
world. This means that it is no mere stage in 
human evolution, but a divine revelation, the 
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upcrop through the strata of history of that 
spiritual world-ground which evolution, as we 
have seen, must presuppose: not, that is to say, 
the final discovery by man of his own essential 
unity with God, but the gift to man of a com- 
municated union with One who is transcendently 
Other than himself, and therefore the God whom 
his spirit naturally seeks. In the words of St. 
Hilary, ‘‘This sonship to God is not a compul- 
sion, but a possibility ; for while the divine gift is 
offered to all, it is no heredity inevitably imprinted, 
but a prize awarded to willing choice.” ' 

‘“As many as received Him, to them gave He 
power to become the sons of God, even to them 
that believe on His name.” What degree of 
union this sonship may imply, when “we shall be 
like Him, for we shall see Him as He is,” must 
for ever pass our present powers of comprehen- 
sion. But it must be a union, as we have seen 
above, based on personal distinction, in which the 
outlines between God and man, the creator and 
the creature, are not confused; but the one 
remains always the giver, and the other the re- 
cipient of His gift. ‘What hast thou that thou . 
didst not receive?” must remain for ever true. 


1 De Trin. i, 11, 
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Thus the doctrine of the Trinity and the 
Incarnation combines the truth of God’s tran- 
scendence, with the truth of His immanence or 
indwelling presence in the world, in a way which 
while giving the fullest emphasis to both thoughts 
prevents either from being isolated in one-sided 
exaggeration. It does not, of course, explain 
what, under our present limitations, can never be 
explained ; but it points to the direction in which 
explanation lies. It assures us that the two 
deliverances of our religious consciousness are 
equally trustworthy and essentially harmonious, 
and imparts greater vividness to our apprehension 
of what we cannot comprehend. 

But this would not be the case, we must once 
more recall to mind, if the doctrine in question 
were merely a speculative creation of the human 
intellect, either an hypothesis or a deduction. It 
is simply and solely because we believe God the 
Son to have become incarnate, and to have 
revealed the existence of Father, Son, and Spirit 
in terms which, again under divine guidance as 
we further believe, led to the subsequent creed 
of the Church that we can find intellectual satis- 
faction in that creed. 

That is to say, we understand the language of 
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its technical formulation, in accordance with the 
express and reiterated intention of those who 
framed it, as inténded to do no more than interpret 
the meaning of Scripture. And within the bounds 
of Scripture itself we believe St. Paul and St. John 
to do no more than explain with inspired insight 
the meaning of what Jesus Christ had Himself 
revealed through His personality and in His 
teaching, by His words and work. And the 
creed so regarded assists our thought as divine 
grace assists our life, precisely because it comes 
from our Other, and not ourselves; it is a gift, 
not a result of our thought, but a fresh datum on 
which our thought may work. And though it 
does not explain or profess to explain the whole 
of “the burden and the mystery of all this unin- 
telligible world,” it does supply us with a few 
illuminating truths, which we can hold as fixed, 
amid the fluctuations of human speculation ; a few 
steady stars to guide us as we drift on the dark 
waters of thought and wait with wonder for the 
dawn of intellectual day. 


GHARTER XI 
REVELATION THE CONTINUANCE OF CREATION 


Tue revelation of which we have been speaking, 
and which the Christian Church has always 
taught—a revelation made through the medium 
of historic events, and thus coming to us, so to 
speak, from without as well as from above—is 
often unfavourably contrasted in the present day 
with an interior revelation in the mind. The 
latter is supposed to be a more spiritual concep- 
tion, as well as more in harmony with all our 
experience; while the element of externality in 
the former is deprecated, as allied to a mechanical 
and magical view of religion, natural enough in 
unenlightened ages, but incompatible with our 
worthier notions of God. And as a revelation 
which takes place entirely within the mind is 
practically indistinguishable from the proper 
action of the mind, it may equally well be de- 
scribed in terms of that action as quickened 
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insight, or heightened religious consciousness ; 
and as a natural consequence the whole process 
may be viewed from the human side as the 
evolution of religion. Revelation, therefore, thus 
regarded comes to be synonymous with the 
gradual growth of spiritual insight in the human 
race. This is all, it is maintained, that has ever 
really taken place; and the notion of an historic 
revelation is due to the tendency of uncritical 
ages to project their inner experience upon the 
outer world, and see miracles when in reality 
they only feel wonders. 

This position is common enough at the pre- 
sent time to need serious consideration, and it 
may be met, of course, by a direct appeal to the 
evidence of the historic incarnation; but we 
may also ask the previous question, whether it 
is in itself defensible, and whether its claim to 
philosophical superiority is really philosophical 
at all? 

In the first place, there is the tacit assumption 
that a process which takes place entirely within 
the mind is more spiritual than one which is 
mediated by external or material facts. But is. 
this true? Is it philosophical? Is the divorce 
which it makes between spirit and matter, as 
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they are called, anything better than a vague 
popular prejudice, an idol of the market-place, as 
Bacon would say? For consider the facts. To 
begin with, whatsoever takes place within the 
mind must be mediated through the action of 
the brain, and can therefore only be realised by 
material agency. Without the brain, and the 
food that feeds the brain, with our present con- 
stitution, we can neither think, nor will, nor love, 
nor pray. And then what is the course of all 
our conscious life? It begins, the psychologists 
tell us, in the reactive response of our organism 
to external stimulation, and it retains this initial 
character to the end. Our education begins by 
reaction of one kind or another on the influence 
of those around us, exercised through their bodily 
presence. We enlarge our ideas through the 
material instrumentality of books, and experience 
of what happens in the world without us. We 
are inspired with ideals by the recorded history 
of what other men have been and done. Our 
love, our crowning grace, is elicited by the char- 
acter and conduct of other persons which can 
only be made known to us by their bodily be- 
haviour. While, finally, our religious conscious- 
ness, for all its inwardness, is developed by 
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external means. For the Christian Church stands 
over against us as a society in the outer world, 
which admits uc to its membership by sensible 
sacraments, and teaches and exhorts and guides 
us through the ministry of men. In a word, our 
whole internal spiritual development is mediated 
by external material machinery. So far, there- 
fore, from being mutually exclusive, what we call 
spirit and matter mingle and blend in our experi- 
ence, aS two aspects or elements of one process, 
and their relation may perhaps best be described 
by saying that spirit includes and utilises matter 
in its own larger life. Witness the expression of 
an eye, the meaning of a voice, the magnetism 
of a hand, the influence which radiates from the 
bodily presence of a saint. There can be no 
necessary antithesis, therefore, between a revela- 
tion in the heart or mind and a revelation through 
the instrumentality of historical events, nor any 
superior spirituality in the former. On the con- 
trary, universal analogy, as we see, would lead us 
to expect that, in the event of a revelation being 
made to us, it would include both these ele- 
ments, and reach the inner through the outer 
life, precisely as Christianity has always claimed 
to do. 
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Indeed, this is only another way of stating 
the familiar fact that the spread of religion is 
always due to individuals. All great religious 
movements have been the work of one or more 
individuals, the contagion of whose enthusiasm 
has infected their disciples, thus passing into 
the hearts of the multitude from an_ historically 
external person or persons. We should naturally, 
therefore, expect the supreme religion to be a 
supreme instance of the same spiritual law. We 
do not say this, it should be noticed, in proof of 
the Incarnation, but merely in disproof of the 
objection to it raised upon the specific ground 
of its externality considered as a mode of 
revelation. 

To this, again, some would reply that it is not 
the external or historic element in Christianity, 
as such, that is matter of objection, but the un- 
usual form) of “its “supposed: occurrence. he 
appearance of a religious teacher in the line of 
other human teachers, and acting upon his fol- 
lowers as other such have acted—Confucius, 
Zarathustra, Moses, Buddha, or Mahomet— 
would be credible enough, because it would be 
a normal event, in harmony with our usual 
experience. Buta personal intervention of God 
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in history is contrary to our experience of the 
way in which God habitually works, It is not 
a normal use ur the external order, but an ab- 
normal interference with its course, and therefore 
inconceivable. Upon this we may recall the 
weighty remark of Butler that “ upon supposition 
of a revelation, it is highly credible beforehand, 
we should be incompetent judges of it to a great 
degree, and that it would contain many things 
appearing to us liable to great objection.” The 
very notion of a revelation implies some kind of 
intervention or interference with the ordinary 
course of our experience; to object to it, there- 
fore, upon this ground is to deny that it is a 
revelation, simply because it has the characteristic 
appearance of a revelation. And if this means 
anything, it can only mean that instead of making 
“the supposition of a revelation,” we already 
presuppose its impossibility. 

But the Christian who does make this sup- 
position takes a wider view of things than is 
presented by our ordinary experience. For he 
regards the Incarnation as in a line, so to speak, 
with creation, as in the succession of creative 
acts. And every creative act transcends the 
ordinary course of the past, the previous con- 
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dition of things, and introduces a new era of 
being. This is equally true whether we regard 
the creative act as realised by an evolutionary 
process or no, so long as we recognise that 
evolution presupposes a creator, or, in its other 
mode of expression, that relative change pre- 
supposes an absolute being. Thus, to quote a 
few broadly obvious instances, the reduction of 
our planet to a habitable condition, the emer- 
gence thereon of vegetable life, and then of 
animal life, and then of man, are events which 
lie wholly outside our ordinary experience, and 
yet which we know for certain must have occurred 
in time past, and at the moment of their occur- 
rence been new, and unexampled in the previous 
order of things. And however numerous and 
subtle the gradations by which these salient 
events may have been effected, the case is the 
same. We can see plainly, for instance, that the 
animal kingdom is a new order, when compared 
with the vegetable; that the lion and the eagle 
mark a creative advance upon the lily or the oak. 
But if we think that there is sufficient ground for 
believing that the higher order has been evolved 
from the lower through an infinite series of in- 
finitesimal modifications, then each of these 
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modifications must have been new and original 
when compared with what went before it. We 
merely multip!; our novelties, and substitute a 
myriad for a few stages in creation. Indeed, 
strictly speaking, every individual is a novelty, 
and vital variety, rather than mechanical uni- 
formity, the characteristic of the universe. 


The old order changeth, giving place to new, 

And God fulfils Himself in many ways. 
In a word, if we believe in a creator and sustainer 
of the universe, every fresh moment of its exist- 
ence must be as much a creative act as the last. 
Evolution is merely the phenomenon, the ap- 
pearance to a spectator in place and time, of what 
is essentially creation. And, viewing the world 
in this way, we regard the Incarnation as a new 
creative act, whose object was to lead man for- 
ward in the direction destined from his original 
creation, and, in so far as he had marred his 
nature by sin, to re-create him. 

There can be no doubt that this was the way 
in which the Incarnation was interpreted by St. 
Paul and St. John. And the truth of the inter- 
pretation is assured to us by the fact that the 
Christian Church has been continuing this work 
of man’s re-creation ever since, and is continuing 
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it before our eyes to-day. The Christian saint 
surpasses the natural man as the natural man 
surpasses the “ape and tiger,” and thus reveals 
to us a new level of creation. ‘If any man is in 
Christ, he is a new creature: the old things are 
_passed away; behold, they are become new.” 
And through all the twenty centuries of its 
hampered and hindered history the Christian 
Church has never lost the power of creating 
saints—saints who, beneath all the phenomenal 
conditions that have shaped their lives, plainly 
recognise the act of their creator. 

‘Thou hadst pierced our heart,” says one of 
them, ‘with Thy love, and we carried Thy words 
fixed like arrows in our inmost being; and the 
examples of Thy servants whom from black Thou 
hadst made white, and from dead, alive, crowded 
together in the storehouse of our memory, kindled 
and consumed our sloth.” ? 

In other words, the Incarnation was no isolated 
interference with an otherwise uniform course of 
human nature, which subsequently closed over it 
and continued to flow as before. It was an event 
which permanently changed the course of human 
nature, in the case of its believers, by lifting them 


1 Augustine’s Covfessions. 


218 REVELATION AND CREATION cx. 


to a new level of life and experience, and so 
divided history for ever into the times before and 
after Christ. Thenceforward there has always 
existed a higher type of humanity, that of the 
real and sincere followers of Christ. These are 
the only competent critics of their own experi- 
ence. For, in St. Paul’s language, “the natural 
man receiveth not the things of the Spirit of 
God: for they are foolishness unto him: and he 
cannot know them, because they are spiritually 
judged. But He that is spiritual judgeth all 
things, and He himself is judged of no man... . 
But we have the mind of Christ.” And the 
verdict of such men is that they have been 
regenerated, recreated from above; by an act 
which, however wonderful, lessens the sum of 
the world’s wonder, by the light which it throws 
on the original meaning of creation. 

For, after all, the greatest wonder of the world 
is its existence. We have, as we noticed above, 
grown so accustomed to ourselves and our fellows 
and the ordinary course of our daily affairs, that 
we are apt to forget this, and to take our human 
nature for granted, as if it were a thing that we 
fully understood. Hence when any abnormal 
occurrence, like that of the gospel story, takes 
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us by surprise, we endeavour at once to reduce 
it to terms of ordinary humanity, as if by so 
doing we should explain it. But when we pause 
to philosophise, that is, to wonder, our own 
existence is our greatest mystery; and the crux 
of that mystery is not “how” but “why” we 
exist. It may be well enough for science to 
ignore all final causes, as interfering with its 
own proper study of efficient causation. But 
when we have gained all the knowledge that 
science can afford us, and all the additional appli- 
ances with which it can supply us, we are no nearer 
to the solution of the only question that is of pri- 
mary and permanent interest,— Why do we exist? 
Human nature, as it pursues what we call its 
ordinary course from generation to generation 
has always this question at heart. It so essen- 
tially and inevitably arises within us, from the 
very make and constitution of our minds, that we 
may reasonably say that we were created to ask 
it. And if, in a rationally ordered world, we 
were created to ask it, we must conclude that 
we were created to be answered. And that 
answer, by its very character, must come from 
outside ourselves. Since, therefore, it is natural 
for us to ask this question, and natural to expect 
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its answer, we cannot call the answer unnatural, 
merely because it comes in what we think an 
unusual way. ©n the contrary, if the Incarnation 
is the answer, as Christians believe it to be, it 
may be every whit as natural, to a wider view, as 
the natural question which it meets; both alike 
being parts of one ordered whole. 

The fact is, that the legitimate elimination of 
teleological considerations from scientific inquiry 
has more or less unconsciously discredited their 
use in general. But this, of course, is a total 
mistake; for in the moral and spiritual region 
they are all-important. This is practically illus- 
trated in our daily life. 


“ Est aliquid quo tendis et in quod dirigis arcum ?” 


asks the heathen moralist. Success of any 
ordinary kind depends on our having an aim, 
a purpose, an end in view; and the aimless 
man is a failure. In the same way if we would 
understand our moral and _ spiritual life, we 
must ask not the scientific question, ‘‘ What is 
the composition of our faculties?” ‘What are 
they made of?” but the philosophical question, 
‘What is their significance?” ‘“ To what end do 
they point?” And when we find, as we do find, 
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that in the last analysis, they point Godward, 
this teleological consideration should have great 
weight in our estimate of the probability of 
a revelation, claiming, like the Christian, to 
be the complement and completion of man’s 
nature. 

Indeed, the rational arguments in favour of 
the Incarnation are so strong as to suggest that 
the rejection of them is not purely or even 
mainly rational, but imaginative and emotional. 
If we try to conceive such an event happening 
at the present day the shock of the conception 
is too great for us. It seems too improbable ; 
too impossible: but it is not our reason so much 
as our feelings that say so. When Peter said, 
“Depart from me, for I am a sinful man, O Lord,” 
and when the Gadarenes besought Christ that 
He would depart out of their coasts, they were, 
no doubt, spiritually poles asunder. But they 
were both expressing the same human instinct 
which shrinks from any startling spiritual mani- 
festation— 


‘“‘ Before which our mortal nature 
Did tremble like a guilty thing surprised.” 


And a kindred feeling arises when we attempt to 


picture to ourselves the occurrence of the Incar- 
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nation. The more vividly it is realised the more 
incredible does it often seem. But only because 
it is so strange. $0 surprising, so stupendous; all 
of which are terms expressive of emotional shock. 
This feeling may perhaps be more closely con- 
nected with the sinful taint in our nature than 
we suppose; but on the surface it seems more 
emotional than moral, and akin to the discomfort 
that we experience at the violation of a cus- 
tomary habit; the habit in this case being our 
ordinary way of looking at the world. At any 
rate, it is not an intellectual judgment; and its 
negative influence must be detected and dis- 
counted, before we can reach a judgment that is 
properly intellectual, an impartial view of the 
facts. 

And when we try to face the facts, without 
this influence, we must notice that our ability to 
interpret human history by the light of present 
experience is far inferior to our power of similarly 
interpreting physical phenomena. In the latter 
case, we understand the laws of the physical 
universe better than did our ancestors, and feel 
justified in asserting that under similar conditions 
they must have operated in the past as they do 
now. Even so we labour under two limitations. 


APR EV ECATION AND CREATION 223 


For in the first place, our knowledge is after all 
only relative and partial, and may be seriously 
modified therefore by future discoveries, as has 
recently been the case in physics. And, secondly, 
the similarity of the conditions may often be 
difficult to determine; as witness the old con- 
troversy between the uniformitarians and the 
advocates of cataclysmic changes in geology, a 
case that is typical of many more. But these 
limitations are trifling compared with those that 
confront us when we turn to human history; 
and endeavour there to make our present ex- 
perience a criterion of what is likely to have 
happened in the past. For then free-will and 
individuality have to be taken into account. 
Different generations have lived on very different 
psychological levels, and with verydifferent degrees 
of psychological intensity. Great epochs when 
great deeds were possible, and men “flared out 
in the flaring of mankind” have been followed 
by days of small things, without obvious reason 
for the change. All history is full of surprises. 
When therefore we attempt to reconstruct the 
past as it appeared to contemporary eyes—the 
past as it actually was—-we move on very un- 
certain ground. This is true of all ordinary 


224 REVEBATION AND CREATION cuz. 


history; but it is true ina far greater degree of 
our present subject, God’s revelation of Himself 
to men, in time past. For if we believe in a 
revelation at all, we must believe that it would 
be made in the way best fitted to be understood by 
its recipients. And as the modes and conditions 
of thought in bygone times have been very 
materially different from our own, we should 
expect that a revelation made to any given age 
in the past, would take the form best suited to 
that age, and not to the present day; a form 
therefore of whose probability or improbability our 
present experience is no criterion., And this 
is precisely what, in our Christian reading of 
history did in fact take place. We feel the supreme 
difficulty, before mentioned, of conceiving such a 
thing as an Incarnation happening at the present 
day. But then neither are we called upon to 
conceive it. Whereas at the period of its historic 
occurrence there were conditions in the world 
of thought which made the acceptance of such a 
conception easier, and did, in fact, enable it 
rapidly to win its way among men. For there 
was the remarkable Messianic expectation of the 
Jews, preparing the members of that particular 
race for the appearance of an unique personality. 
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And we can see how Jesus Christ claimed and 
gradually established His claim to fulfil this 
expectation in a way which the spirit of the age 
made perfectly possible. He was recognised by 
His followers as the very person for whom their 
race had long been confidently waiting, — the 
Messiah. And this point being once definitely 
reached, it was again perfectly possible to lead 
men on to a larger and deeper conception of who 
and what Messiah was, when once His resurrection 
had invested Him with more than human dignity. 
That conception would doubtless have been too 
intolerable to be comprehended or sustained by 
His human followers, while He walked the earth 
among them; but could be borne as soon as the 
awe of His personal presence was removed, as 
He had said. ‘I have many things to say unto 
you, but ye cannot bear them now. . . . Howbeit 
when He, the Spirit of truth, is come, He shall 
euide yourmto all truth, . . Heeshall: take ‘of 
Mine, and shall shew it unto you.” 

Again, in the impression produced by Christ 
upon His contemporaries signs and wonders bore 
an important part. And this too was in accord- 
ance with the spirit of the age. We whose 


imaginations are impressed, if not even oppressed, 
O 
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by the vast scale of the physical universe which 
science has disclosed, have come, in consequence, 
to think more~of the uniformity than of the 
spontaneity of nature. And our presuppositions 
have been formed accordingly. We expect to 
see Divine action manifested through the operation 
of general laws, and not through their occasional 
transcendence. We do not, as a generation, look 
for miracles; and, as a generation, we do not 
find them. But it was obviously otherwise with 
the Jews of the first century. Their view of the 
world was religious rather than scientific; they 
saw spiritual operations behind what would now- 
adays be called natural phenomena. They had 
God’s wondrous works of old time recorded in 
their history; and they expected miracle to be 
the credential of a divine message. Miracle was 
a natural language to them; how natural indeed 
we may gather from the simple way in which 
St. Paul takes it for granted, as a thing familiar 
to his hearers, while laying comparatively slight 
stress upon the importance of its use. Miracle 
was a natural language; and accordingly Christ 
used it. He used it indeed with such reserve 
and dignity and significance as to separate His 


“signs” from all vulgar wonder-working, and 
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constitute them, for all time, a fitting expression 
of His unique personality. He rebuked them 
that sought after a sign, while remaining in moral 
and spiritual blindness. But, we read, ‘this 
beginning of signs did Jesus . . . and His disciples 
believed’ on Him.” He arrested interest and 
bespoke attention to His character and claim by 
their use. And nowhere do we see this more 
emphasised than amid all the profound spirituality 
of the Fourth Gospel. 

Such has always been the common Christian 
belief. But the same tendency that we have 
noticed above to prefer a _ revelation made 
subjectively or through the mind shows itself 
again in a desire to bring the miracles of the 
gospels into a line with ordinary events as they 
happen in the present day. And notably is this 
the case, as we have already had occasion to 
point out, with the crowning miracle of the 
Resurrection. This is resolved into a subjective 
conviction that Jesus Christ was spiritually alive, 
and that spiritual intercourse with Him was 
therefore possible. ‘‘St. Paul,” says one writer, 
“knew nothing of the empty tomb,” forgetting 
that by Easter evening the empty tomb had 
done its work, and ceased to have any further 


228 REVELATION AND CREATION@cE: 


significance for those who had already seen the 
Lord. 

Now all that» we have said above on the 
relation of matter to spirit in general applies 
also to this case; but here in particular with 
exceptional importance. For the early Christian 
conviction of the Resurrection was conspicuously 
different from the faith with which we believe in 
the continual existence of a martyr, and trust 
that he lives unto God and there finds his reward. 
For the whole point of the conviction was that 
Christ lived again “unto man.” God had not 
only accepted the sinless life and obedient death, 
but he had proclaimed that acceptance to men. 
“This is My beloved Son, in whom I am well 
pleased.” He had vindicated and justified and 
glorified Christ in the eyes of those who loved 
and trusted Him. In this light the Resurrection 
was the completion of the Incarnation, the climax 
of the creation of man, the advent of the ‘ new 
creature.” Spiritual facts are not complete, as 
we have seen, till they have expressed them- 
selves ; and matter, as we call it, is their language, 
the medium of their expression. And the risen 
body of Christ was to His disciples this expression; 
the exhibition, the manifestation, and therefore 
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the assurance of the spiritual triumph which it 
revealed. The cross had indeed completed the 
spiritual conflict ; but the Resurrection exhibited 
to men God’s recognition of the victor; it was 
the proclamation of His victory. All our moral 
instincts demand that, if the world should indeed 
be rational, virtue in the end shall triumph 
openly ; and here was the beginning of that open 
triumph; the earnest of the ultimate fulfilment 


of our itistinctive demand. ‘“ He is the head of 
the body, the Church: who is the beginning, the 
frst -=pOrm irom the dead * ‘the’ first-born 
among many brethren”; “the first- fruits of 


them that slept.” 

There can be no question that this is the way 
in which the early Church viewed the Resurrection; 
and no other view would conceivably explain the 
moral miracle of the change in the disciples, from 
cowardice and diffidence to confidence and 
strength. Thus the externality or objective 
character of the Resurrection was of its very 
essence ; and carried its message home, like the 
other miracles, to minds prepared for their 
reception. 

Then there came the time for Christianity to 
break from the limitations of Judaism, and pro- 


ae 
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claim itself an universal religion. Consequently 
the Person who had been brought home to the 
Jewish mind as the Messiah, must be described 
in terms that the world at large could under- 
stand. And so, under the promised guidance, 
as Christians believe, of the Holy Spirit, a new 
category from the thought of the age was adopted, 
that of the Word, or Divine Reason ; a conception 
implicit in St. Paul, and explicit in St. John, 
which at once gave the Incarnation its place in 
general thought, and enabled its proclamation 
to all nations. ‘The Word became flesh, and 
dwelt among us.” ‘Who, being in the form of 
God, counted it not a prize to be on an equality 
with God: but emptied Himself, taking the form 
of a servant, being made in the likeness of men.” 
Here again we have a mode of speech, which we 
indeed have inherited as a part of our Christianity, 
but which belongs to the philosophical phraseology 
of another age than ours. We could never have 
employed it for the first time to-day. Yet it was 
precisely the term adapted to give expression to 
the Church’s belief that Jesus Christ was very 
God of very God; and so to enable the trans- 
mission of that belief along the ages. 


Thus the Messianic expectation, the acceptance 
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of miracle, and the conception of the Logos or 
Word were among the mental conditions which 
enabled men first to realise and transmit the 
doctrine of the Incarnation. And this does not 
mean that the doctrine resulted from modes of 
thought which we have outgrown and superseded; 
but simply that the Incarnation took place at the 
precise period in history when the current modes 
of thought were most appropriate for its reception. 
There was a fulness of time, a particular con- 
juncture, a right moment for its occurrence ; and 
it thereupon occurred. Historians have often 
pointed out how remarkably this was the case 
with the material conditions of the contemporary 
world; how the universal empire, the universal 
language, the Roman peace (fax Romana) and 
the Roman roads, with all that they involved, 
were adapted, as never before, for the spread of 
a universal religion. And the same was the case 
in the intellectual world. It was at the right 
stage for the entry of the new creation. 


d 


But for us the day of “origins” is long since 
passed. The morning stars no more sing 
together. ‘Custom lies upon us with a weight.” 
We live in a routine that has become a second 


nature. And so the Church appeals to us 
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in customary ways; through the usages of a 
society that has been so long in the world as to 
seem a part of it, and the ministry of men that 
are of like passions with ourselves. But this 
must not mislead us into thinking that we have 
evolved our own religion. Its appeal still comes 
to us from outside ourselves. The Church still 
confronts the world; still proclaims a revelation ; 
still bids us come and see. And, once within its 
precincts, we forget the fleeting fashions of the 
ages, in presence of the Eternal—“ the Eternal 
not ourselves ”—Jesus Christ the same, yesterday, 
and to-day, and for ever; and realise that now, as 
of old, though John did no miracle, all things 
whatsoever John spake of this man were true. 


GRRE RX DI 
RECAPITULATION AND CONCLUSION 


As we have had occasion in the course of the 
previous pages to make various digressions, it 
may be well in conclusion to recapitulate the chief 
points of our main contention. 

In the first place, we must revert to the two 
ways of looking at the world, which are often 
somewhat miscalled the scientific and the theo- 
logical. But as these terms are apt to carry with 
them prepossessions of one kind or another, it 
may be more satisfactory, as well as more accurate, 
to say mechanical or dynamical and teleological : 
the mechanical or dynamical view being that which 
considers how the world works, or its efficient 
causes; and the teleological view that which 
considers why it exists, or its final causes. 
The distinction may perhaps be _ illustrated 
by what happens in an ocean voyage. The 
engineers of the vessel must be thoroughly 
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acquainted with every detail of their machinery, 
and perfectly capable, in consequence, to control 
its action ; and ron this knowledge the possibility 
of the voyage depends. But they need know 
nothing of the passengers, or the various purposes 
which have brought them on their journey, nor in- 
deed need they even know their port of destination. 
On the other hand, the passengers probably know 
nothing of machinery, and could never work the 
engines. But they all have their different reasons 
for embarking ; purposes of business or of pleasure, 
errands of sorrow or of joy. And it is to enable 
the fulfilment of these objects that the voyage 
takes place. Here therefore we have the two 
kinds of knowledge in sharp contrast, side by 
side ; the dynamical knowledge of the engineers, 
without which the passengers could not achieve 
their purposes; and the purposes without 
which there would be no use for the engineers. 
And however complementary they may be in 
practice, the two things are fundamentally 
distinct. . 

Now the earliest Greek thinkers, the pioneers 
of European thought, were mainly occupied with » 
speculations about the constitution of the universe, 
which, however crude, would have to be placed 
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in the dynamical or scientific class. And it was 
not till the Socratic age, and chiefly through 
Socrates and his influence upon Plato and Aris- 
totle, that the interests of philosophy came to be 
centred upon man and the meaning of his life, 
and therefore became teleological. And, roughly 
speaking, we may say that teleological considera- 
tions remained predominant in thought from that 
day till the dawn of modern science at the 
Renaissance ; that is to say, during the ages of 
Plato and Aristotle, the Stoics and Neoplatonists, 
the Christian fathers and the schoolmen. Then 
with the gradual growth of science and multi- 
plication of discoveries, attention shifted increas- 
ingly to the mechanical and dynamical aspect of 
things, the nature and constitution and processes 
and history of man and the world ; while teleology 
fell into comparative abeyance, and in some 
quarters into complete disrepute. We have to 
bear in mind, therefore, that this is but a temporary 
accident, which does not really affect the import- 
ance of final”causes, For the question, “ Why 
was man created?” ‘“ What is the end of man?” 
must always remain the problem of supreme 
interest for man, since it is the question upon 
whose answer the practical conduct of his life 
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depends. And this is essentially a teleological 
question, that can only be answered, if at all, by 
examining ovr personality to see whither it. 
points; to what end our wants and aspirations 
ultimately tend; what would give us real and 
adequate satisfaction if attained. No future 
advance of science can ever have more than the 
most indirect effect upon this problem; for such 
advance can only mean increased knowledge of 
what and how things are, not why they are; it 
would merely be like the introduction of abler 
engineers and improved machinery into our ocean 
steamer. And for the same reason, our present 
advance upon the science of the past, and 
consequently wider knowledge of the histories of 
things, does not materially avail us in the matter. 
Whereas the long line of thinkers who in bygone 
ages have dealt with this especial problem, though 
unacquainted with our later discoveries in science 
or our historical method, were as well acquainted 
as ourselves, and often more profoundly acquainted, 
with the only region of experience that is germane 
to the question, that is, the moral and spiritual 
nature of man. And they have argued from it 
again and again, as we argue after them to-day, 
that the constitution of our human nature points 
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to communion with God as its only adequate 
object and end; and consequently that, in a world 
which we believe to be rationally ordered, this 
end must in the ultimate event be realised. This 
great teleological consideration therefore affects 
our whole view of the probabilities of things, and 
leads us not only to desire, but to expect, a 
revelation as the natural consequence and com- 
plement of our original creation. 

This presupposition, therefore, is all-important 
in estimating the evidence of the Incarnation ; 
and read in the light of it we find that evidence 
to be irresistibly strong ; and because we believe 
that Jesus Christ was God Incarnate, and Incarnate 
in order to reveal Himself to men, we are pre- 
pared to find Him teaching more about the Divine 
Nature than we knew before, namely, that there 
apesasPather, a 50h, and a Spirit,<in the God- 
head, as the gospels represent Him to have done. 
The Church subsequently formulated this teach- 
ing for the purpose of transmission through the 
ages in terms which were as far as possible 
negative; exclusive, that is to say, rather than 
inclusive of new thoughts upon the subject ; and, 
moreover, did so in the firm conviction of being 


guided by the Holy Ghost. And we can still 
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accept the terms in which the doctrine of the 
Trinity was thus formulated, not as committing 
us to the adoption of bygone modes of thought, 
but as symbols selected out of bygone thoughts for 
Christian use, and thereby invested with the per- 
manence and vitality of the tradition that they were 
employed to symbolise ; which tradition, in the 
Christian belief, was no more than the authorised 
interpretation of what Jesus Christ had revealed. 
Moreover, though transmitted in _ technical 
formule, the doctrine of the Trinity has been 
retranslated out of those formule by each succes- 
sive generation for its daily use. And as the 
belief, the simple belief in Father, Son, and 
Spirit, it has been the most practically efficient 
conception of God that has appeared in the world; _ 
since it has brought the reality of the divine 
personality home to men in an unique degree; 
while, as the theological background of the 
Incarnation, it has been the presupposition of all 
that the Christian Church has ever accomplished 
for mankind. And this practical efficiency of the 
conception, in an otherwise rationally ordered 
world, affords the strongest presumption of its 
truth. Furthermore, though primarily practical, 
the doctrine has possessed a distinct speculative 
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value for thinkers, as throwing light upon the 
metaphysical difficulties that attend our conception 
of God. For by exhibiting relations analogous 
to those which we call social, within the Godhead, 
it has enabled us to comprehend, however dimly, 
that personality, and goodness and love; and, in 
a word, all those characteristics which imply refer- 
ence to another, may exist within the unity of the 
Godhead without detracting from its absolute and 
eternal nature. And, finally, this doctrine fulfils 
the purpose for which we desire a revelation, the 
only purpose for which we can conceive a revela- 
tion to be made, by providing for the possibility 
of communion with God in a greater degree than 
any alternative creed. For the only possible 
alternatives are Deism and Pantheism in one or 
another of their various forms. And of these, 
Deism, the belief in a God who is only trans- 
cendent and remote, obviously does not satisfy 
the human desire, and can only appear to do so 
when qualified by thoughts which are really 
borrowed from Christianity, as in some of the 
modern unitarian creeds. While Pantheism can 
only satisfy our desires at the cost of our 
personality, by so absorbing man into God that 
he loses his individual identity, his personal 
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distinction, and ceases, in fact, to be man; in 
other words, it substitutes annihilation for com- 
munion. 

This is the central position that we have been 
endeavouring to emphasise—the time-honoured 
tradition of the Christian Church. But we must 
remember that, in thus discussing its intellectual 
justification, we may easily make the doctrine of 
the Trinity seem too exclusively intellectual a 
thing; as if it were some metaphysical theory to 
be defended. Whereas, of course, the very op- 
posite is the case. For how is it that we. really 
come into immediate contact with the Christian 
creed in our own experience at the present day? 
Not primarily as a doctrine at all, but as a living 
and breathing and organised society of men and 
women all around us, whose creed is only the 
intellectual explanation of their actual life. And 
that actual life consists in the conviction of those 
who are sincerely living it, in progressive com- 
munion with the Father, through fellowship in 
the mystical body of His Son, effected by the 
operation of the Holy Spirit within them. First 
we meet the living Christians (they are the 
Aristotelian mporepov jyiv), and then we learn 
the principle (rporepov das) that underlies their 
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dite) 7And’ so? the) doctrine first 1 reaches us com- 
mended by the whole weight of the life which it 
visibly and palpably enables. To test the nature 
of this life we must not look at the multitude of 
its merely nominal or conventional professors, 
but at its noblest exemplars, those who have 
proved what its latent capabilities really are— 
the recognised saints of old, or the hidden saints 
of our own day. And, so tested, we recognise 
a life in which sin is progressively overcome, and 
the true energies of the soul thereby set free to 
find their full development ; and consequently a 
life in which personal individuality is not lost, 
but emphasised, every “diversity of gifts” finding 
its appropriate realisation. Further, the sole 
animating motive of this life is love—active, 
practical, self-sacrificing love of God and man; 
fruitful, therefore, in good works for others, or, 
in modern language, essentially altruistic. And 
it is all this because it is founded on the faith 
that ‘“God is love; and that whoso dwelleth in 
love dwelleth in God, and He in him.” 

We can estimate this life best, as we have said, 
in its typical examples; but at the same time 
we must remember that every eminent saint is 
surrounded by countless approximations to sanc- 
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tity, men and women who move more slowly, but 
still surely, in the same direction, And when 
these too are taken into account, the result is 
avast aggregate of Christian characters. Now, 
these characters are facts; there is no disputing 
the reality of their existence; we can handle 
them, so to speak, and see that they are genuine. 
And they are facts whose supreme value is as 
obvious as the beauty of the lily or the rose; 
things worthy to exist for their own sake, as ends 
in themselves. Merely to see them is at once 
to recognise this. They show, moreover, what 
human nature is capable of becoming, by showing 
what individual human beings have actually be- 
come, and thus illuminate the purpose of man’s 
original creation. He was created capable of 
becoming, and therefore in order to become this; 
this character that we instinctively recognise as 
worthy to exist, and therefore as prophetic of its 
own continued existence in the world beyond the 
grave. Man, that is to say, has already exhibited 
a character, under his present conditions of exist- 
ence, which, if it only survive in a world of 
ampler scope and opportunity, will fully justify 
at the bar of reason his original creation; and a 
factor in the formation of that character has been 
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the confident conviction that such is in reality his 
predestined end. 

Thus the doctrine of the Trinity first comes 
to us by way of personal experience; our per- 
sonal experience, that is, of the characters which 
it has created and is creating. It is a force as 
obviously operating around us as any physical 
force, and as plainly to be recognised by these 
results that we can see and test and _ verify. 
These results, moreover—Christian characters— 
are the best, the worthiest, the loveliest things 
within the range of our experience. Their cause, 
therefore, must be deemed the most important, 
the most valuable force in the world; a force, too, 
whose operation, if we return to our teleological 
view, must have been included within the pur- 
pose of man’s original creation, since it renders 
him what reason recognises that he ought to be, 
or, in other words, was intended to be; what he 
must therefore become before ever the ration- 
ality of the moral world can be completely 
established. 

Now this force is a spiritual force. It does 
not compel man blindly, but appeals to his heart 
and will through his consciousness; through the 
meaning which it has for him; through his belief 
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about it. His belief is thus an essential condition 
of its operation. And this belief, as it has acted 
through ninetecea centuries, has not been a mere 
general belief in God, but a specific belief in 
God’s love as revealed in and through the Incar- 
nation. ‘This is the victory that hath overcome 
the world, even our faith. And who is he that 
overcometh the world, but he that believeth that 
Jesus is the Son of God?” We are confronted, 
therefore, with the old alternative that has been 
oftener put than ever adequately parried. Either 
the most valuable and rational result in the world 
has issued froma false belief—-the effect has been 
a fact, and its cause a fiction; or the force in 
question is nothing less than the action of the 
Holy Trinity ; God in Christ reconciling the world 
to Himself. ‘My Father worketh hitherto, and 
I work.” And if this be so, that part of the 
picture which we cannot as yet see must be as 
real as the part which we can see, and the 
Christian destiny complete and justify the Chris- 
tian history—‘ the building up of the body of 
Christ : till we all attain unto the unity of the 
faith, and of the knowledge of the Son of God, | 
unto a full-grown man, unto the measure of the 
stature of the fulness of Christe cue evi 
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the head, even Christ; from whom all the body 
fitly framed and knit together through that which 
every joint supplieth, according to the working 
in due measure of each several part, maketh the 
increase of the body unto the building up of 
itself in love.” 

This would be a society of realised person- 
alities, a society in which the personal ideals of 
every member would be fulfilled; while the will 
of each, being identified with God’s will, would 
be equally the will of all, and corporate com. 
munion would thus be completely attained. And 
in this statement we recognise the goal which 
philosophy, as well as religion, has ever sought. 
For though thinkers have had different concep- 
tions of what constituted reality, their aim has 
always been the real; to reach reality, to attain 
realisation, to become real.’ Even pessimism 
bears negative witness to the same effect; for it 
exhibits the despair that comes of thinking that 
there is nothing ultimately real. 

Finally, this realisation for which the Christian 
looks, while it is the realisation of himself, is not 
self-realisation. For though it requires, as a 
matter of course, the active co-operation of his 


1 See Note 7. 
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will, it is not in the last resort his own achieve- 
ment, but the gift of God, the continuance of 
that gift of life to which he owes his original 
creation; the fulfilment of the divine purpose in 
that creation to make man “in the image of 
God,” by enabling him to have “Christ formed 
in” him—Christ who “(came that they may have 
life, and may have it abundantly.” 

If, therefore, we speak in modern language 
of the evolution of the Christian religion, we do 
not mean by the phrase a process of human dis- 
covery, but a process of which, from first to last, 
the initiative is divine; the gradual appearance 
in history of a divine operation, the gradual un- 
folding of a divine purpose and plan. God first 
created man, as we believe, with religious in- 
stincts, that is to say, with an implicit desire for 
communion with Himself, and therefore with the 
intention of granting that communion. He in- 
spired the Jewish prophets to educate the religion 
of their nation, in a way which they unquestionably 
believed to be divine, and described by saying 
“the word of the Lord came unto me.” He 
aroused in the Jewish race, through the teaching 
of their prophets, a growing expectation of a 
greater One to come. Jesus Christ, “in the 
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fulness of time,” came claiming to be that greater 
One sent by the Father into the world, and was 
subsequently recognised by His Church as the 
personal Word of God. He founded His Church 
with the words, ‘“‘As the Father hath sent Me, 
even so send I you.” And the Christian Church 
from that day to this has claimed to be divinely 
commissioned, sent with a mission from God. 
The ordering of its ministry, the administration 
of its sacraments, the nature of its message, all 
alike exhibit its claim to be a divine and not a 
human institution. While, finally, its profession 
of hope for the future is that ‘‘ He which raised 
up the Lord Jesus shall raise up us also by 
jesus; ——° God hath’ both raised up=the Lord, 
and will also raise up us by His own power.” 
Thus from beginning to end it is God’s action, 
God’s increasing revelation of Himself to the 
being whom He created with the desire for that 
revelation. And an integral element in this re- 
velation, interwoven with its very texture, is the 
doctrine of the Trinity in Unity, which enables 
us to see more clearly than otherwise, if still 
“through a glass darkly,” how God is Love, how 
His incarnation is conceivable, and how men 
may thereby be raised, without loss of personal 
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identity, into conscious communion with the ful- 
ness of the divine life, “the fulness of Him who 
filleth all in all.” 

Now behind all the specific evidence, the 
weighty and cumulative evidence of the truth of 
this Christian revelation, there lies the fact of its 
congruity with the great teleological question 
which, as we have seen, mankind is for ever im- 
pelled to ask,—what is the end of man? what 
is the true purpose of life's voyage? We never 
can be satisfied while that question remains un- 
answered ; and if it cannot be answered, we never 
can be satisfied at all. But the very importunity 
of the question, as well as its importance to our 
conduct, lead us to believe that it was meant to 
be answered “from the foundation of the world.” 
And when as a fact of present experience we are 
confronted by’a society which claims a divine 
authority to give the answer, and a divine com- 
mission to carry it home to all the nations of the 
earth, and that an answer which adequately 
satisfies the highest human aspirations, we feel 
a strong teleological presumption that its message 
must be true, Such a presumption does not of © 
course act independently of all the other argu- 
ments which authenticate the message; but it 
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invests them all with additional significance, as 
pointing to a conclusion that we antecedently 
expect to be true. We have described this 
expectation or presumption in intellectual terms, 
as being a rational argument from. final causes; 
and such it essentially is, as rational as reason 
can make it. But it is at the same time much 
more than this; for it comes to us weighted with 
all the unsatisfied emotion of the world; all the 
love that here has found no outlet; all the tears 
of mourners for their dear ones in the grave; all 
the righteous efforts that here have not succeeded ; 
all the prayers that here have seemed to meet 
with no response ; all the courage of the martyrs ; 
all the patience of the saints; all the yearning of 
the human heart for God. It is the conviction— 
the confident conviction—of our whole personality, 
our reason, our feelings, and our will together 
that these things will not, cannot be in vain. 
With this conviction we approach the history of 
Him who said, ‘‘ Come unto Me all ye that labour 
and are heavy laden, and I will give you rest”; 
and in that history, $0 approached, we find the 
answer to the world’s great need. 

This then is the region wherein our doctrine 
lies—the region of the purpose of the passengers 
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through life, not that of the machinery whereby 
life is carried on; the region not of life’s how, 


but of life’s whs; a region which, in the words 


y3 
that we quoted at starting, remains “ relatively 
stable, through the flux of change in which de- 
velopment works out its results.” 

On the other hand, it is in this latter region 
that both scientific research and historical criti- 
cism move and have their being. Consequently 
they cannot directly affect the teleological ques- 
tion of man’s destiny, or his present consciousness 
of relation to God, Christian belief, or Christian 
experience. They could only do so indirectly 
by inducing a modification of our whole philo- 
sophy of life; and this they cannot legitimately 
effect, since that philosophy mainly depends, as 
we have seen, upon other than scientific or critical 
considerations. This has now come to be gene- 
rally recognised in the case of physical science. 
A generation or more ago there was a notorious 
tendency on the part of many, though not all, 
scientific thinkers towards materialism. They 
had “swept the heavens with their telescopes 
and found no God”; they had scrutinised the 
brain with their microscopes and seen no soul. 
But the extravagance of the position provoked 
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its own refutation. For it obviously resulted 
from the illegitimate importation of philosophical 
or rather unphilosophical assumptions into the 
scientific facts —assumptions about _ spiritual 
existence, with which scientific methods of in- 
quiry have nothing todo. Hence the result has 
been a more general recognition of the limits 
within which true science works, and to the 
observation of which it owes its intellectual pro- 
gress and practical utility. 

And a similar process has taken place with 
regard to the criticism of the New Testament. 
About the time when the above-mentioned wave 
of materialism was rising to its height, the ex- 
tremely negative critics of the New Testament 
were proclaiming that they found in it no Incar- 
nation, and no revelation of the Trinity. And 
many searchings of hearts were the result. But 
this again has led to counter-criticism, in the 
course of which we have come to distinguish, 
with increasing clearness, between criticism 
proper and the negative assumptions of parti- 
cular critics—assumptions that the doctrines in 
question were antecedently incredible, and must 
therefore be explained away. These assumptions 
do not arise out of the documents criticised by 
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any logical process of deduction ; but, as in the 
parallel case of science, they are imported into 
the facts; they are presuppositions in the minds 
of the individual critics formed on other than 
strictly critical grounds. And when once this 
distinction has become clear, negative criticism 
need no longer be so disconcerting as it formerly 
was to many minds. For when we ask on what 
grounds the assumptions in question ultimately 
rest, we are brought back at once to the region 
of our general philosophy of life. And there our 
teleological considerations immediately reassume 
their sway; there the profound adaptation of 
Christianity to human need reappears; there, 
above all, the fact has to be reckoned with, that 
the doctrines in question supposed to be in- 
credible, have been for nigh twenty centuries, 
and still are at the present day, through the living 
agency of the Christian society, the foremost force 
in the spiritual world. 
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Tuis is of course the traditional Christian position; but since 
I have been criticised for maintaining it in a previous book, 
on the ground that it implies an undue distrust of reason, I 
am glad to quote the following passage from so thoroughly 
philosophical a modern theologian to the same effect :— 

“Tt is not pretended for one moment that the doctrine of 
the Trinity can be proved by philosophy. That doctrine in 
its Christian form could never have existed except for the 
revelation of the Divine which took place in the person, life, 
teaching, death, and resurrection of Jesus Christ. The Son 
revealed the Father, and only through the Son can God be 
known as the Father. In knowing the Son we know the 
Father, and in knowing the Father we know the Son. The 
revelation which took place in Christ was the joint revelation 
of both. So is it also with the revelation of the Spirit. It is 
only on the basis of the Christian revelation that we can 
found a doctrine of the Holy Ghost as the Spirit of Truth 
who guides the thoughts of the Christian ages, who teaches 
and imparts the mind of Christ, who takes of Christ and 
declares it to Christ’s people. It is only the thoughts which 
move within the circuit of the Christian revelation which find 
themselves compelled to fall back upon the Christian doctrine 
of the Trinity. Or, in other words, it is only within the sphere 
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of the Holy Ghost’s influence that Father and Son in their 
mutual relations are revealed. ‘In that day,’ said Christ, 
speaking of the coming of the Paraclete, ‘ye shall know that 
I am in My Father, and ye in Me, and I in you.’ The Spirit 
makes the knowledge of the Father and the Son in their 
relation to one another and to men possible. And in this 
fact the Spirit’s own existence and relation to both are 
implied. Thus Christianity itself may be regarded as the 
revelation of the Trinity, and apart from that revelation it is 
vain to seek for any proof of the doctrine. 

“This seems to be undoubtedly the Christian position 
as explained by our Lord Himself, and as understood by all 
the profounder minds among Christian theologians from the 
beginning. 

“The proof of the doctrine of the Trinity remains then, 
for us, where it has always been. It depends upon the 
Christian revelation. ‘The doctrine comes to light whenever 
men accept the facts of the life of Christ, and honestly and 
intelligently attempt to discover the theory of the Divine Nature 
which is implied in them. Or, in other words, the doctrine 
of the Trinity is the theoretical presupposition of the Christian 
religion.”—D’Arcy, /dealism and Theology, Lect. vi. 


NOTE 2 


The essentially social nature of personality is admirably 
analysed in W. Richmond’s Zssay on Personality, of which the 
following two passages are to our point :— 

“Jt is the individuality of personal life which marks the 
characteristically modern idea of a person, as, eg., when we 
speak of personal sympathy, of personal antipathy, of personal 
affection, of personal religion. All these emotions are 


eminently personal in the sense that they are eminently 
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individual. They intensify the sense of individual life. They 
are keen, vivid, emphatically accented moments of individual 
existence. But on a moment’s consideration it is plain that 
in such cases as these, what evokes and intensifies the personal 
life of the individual person is some relation to a person other 
than himself. Personal religion is perhaps the most suggestive 
instance. There is no stronger case of the use of the word 
‘personal’ to indicate what is genuinely and_ thoroughly 
spontaneous, inward, individual. Personal religion emphat- 
ically means the religion which is one’s own. There is, in fact, 
no religion in which men have claimed so decidedly to call 
their souls their own. And yet it is just in regard to their 
own relation to a person other than themselves that they make 
the claim. It is in regard to faith, the dependence of the 
soul on God; to believe, the formulation of the soul’s own 
knowledge of God; to love, the devotion of the soul to God. 
The only quarrel of the champions of personal religion with 
the ecclesiastical system from which they wished to make good 
their escape, has been that by these systems the spiritual 
relationship and communion between the soul and God had 
been obscured and clogged. Religion is here conceived as a 
relation between the personal being of God and the personal 
being of man; and the complaint is that, God being shut off, 
the personal life of man is impoverished and starved. The 
closer consideration, indeed, of this and similar uses of the 
word would suggest the hypothesis that the word ‘ personal’ is 
only rightly applied to any feeling of the individual, when the 
feeling is a consciousness of relation to another person.”— 
Witrrip Ricumonp, Az Essay on Personality, ii. 18. 
“When Christian theology conceives God as a Personal 
Being, it does not conceive God as a Person. Personality 
attaches to God not as one Person, but as Three. God is 
One, individual, in the sense that He is whole, complete in 
Himself, but, as it has been said, ‘whereas each human 
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individual being has one personality, the Divine Being has 
Three”! His unity is a unity of Persons, and it is as a 
unity of Persons, and as a unity of Persons only, that 
Personality is conce'ved to be the supreme Reality. Per- 
sonality, in the form in which it is supposed to be most 
intensely and unmistakably real, is a communion, a fellow- 
ship of Persons, a communion of will and character, a 
communion of intelligence and mind, a communion of love, 
implying that each Person is, in these various phases or 
aspects of personal life, capable of complete communion with 
others. 

“And it is further to be observed that the person thus 
conceived is definitely conceived as an object of knowledge. 
The purpose of theology in this region was to define the 
personality of God as known ; not to describe His operations 
on the will, or to shadow forth the meaning of religious 
emotion, but definitely to answer the question what God 7s. 
The personality, that is, which we have described, had the 
definiteness of conception which belongs to an idea of what is 
conceived actually to exist. The question of theology was: 
What zs God? And the answer was: God 7s a fellowship, a 
communion of Persons.” —Jdzd. il. 17. 


NOTE 3 


For a philosophical analysis of this class of arguments see 
Ormond’s Foundations of Knowledge. His conclusion is as 
follows :— 

“Nothing is more common than for men to assert the 
truth of things on the ground of their practical value. They 


1 Newman, A7zans, Appendix, p. 439. 
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begin by wishing that they were true, and end by affirming 
that they must be true. This is the natural history of a large 
proportion of the most cherished beliefs of the race, and there 
is no disposition here to challenge the validity of many of the 
beliefs so favoured. But the question here is not whether the 
will to believe may or may not lead to true beliefs, but rather 
whether the will to believe, the determination to assent to the 
truth of a thing because of its practical relation to good, is a 
sufficient ground for any belief. . . . In the discussion of the 
epistomological value of motives of practical worth we found 
that it was necessary to apply the general test of rationality, 
and we found in general that it is possible for what Kant calls 
a postulate of the practical reason to take such a form that the 
denial of it would be tantamount to a denial of the objective 
rationality of our world. In this case we saw that our postu- 
late acquires the force of knowledge. Again, we have found 
that a practical postulate may assume such a form that the 
denial of it would be tantamount to the denial of the sub- 
jective rationality of our world; that is to an overthrowal of 
all standards of value. In this case the belief takes on the 
form of necessity. . . . Now, the conclusion which I wish 
to draw from these considerations is just this: that while the 
fact that the will to believe is a generator of beliefs is not in 
dispute, yet when the question of the legitimacy of beliefs 
thus generated comes up it cannot be answered by simply 
claiming the right to believe a proposition because its affirma- 
tion carries with it a practical good. This would inevitably 
throw wide open the floodgates of credulity and superstition. 
But what is needed is such a criticism of the grounds of 
belief as will enable us to determine the relation of the good 
involved to our world as a whole. If the good is of such a 
nature that it is involved in the rationality of our world, and 
its denial would be tantamount to a wreck of that rationality, 
then we have the strongest reason for believing it to be true, 


iS) 


258 DOCTRINE OF THESERENIae. 


and the same is true in regard to beliefs that may be asserted 
as necessary or as only probable. Zhe final ground of their 
affirmation ts not the fact that they are good, but rather our 
conviction that they «2 tmplicated either necessarily or tn a lesser 
degree, in the rationality of the world, and that their dental 
would leave the world, so far forth, irrational and absurd. 
And this conviction rests in the last analysis ox our intuition 
of the truth that the ultimate harmony of the good and the true, 
so that the good shall be true and the true good, ts tnvolved 
in the essence of that idea of rationality the dental of which 
means the wreck of all knowledge.” —ORMOND, Foundations of 
Knowledge, iii. 3. 


NoTE 4.—-BUDDHISM 


“The motive which Buddhist morality recognises, if it can 
be said to recognise any, is wholly selfish and individual. It 
is not for the love of truth or goodness, nor for the benefit of 
others,—to instance the two principal motives recognised by 
other merely human systems,—it is solely for the individual’s 
own advantage that he is incited to cultivate virtue. Nor is 
it a very brave or noble selfishness. It seeks, not to make 
the best of self, like the Greek selfishness, but to escape from 
pain and from the burdens of life. It is not ennobling. 

“And the idea of duty is utterly absent. From first to 
last, the sacred books are terribly consistent in failing to 
recognise any sort of ‘obligation.”. . . Much as we read of 
effort, it is always effort for self, effort to attain independence 
and quiet; never work for the sake of work, or work for the 
sake of others, or work for the sake of duty. This system is 
unsocial. If it recognises the propriety of mutual kindness, — 
it recognises—except in certain family relationships—no duty 
of mutual service or action. 
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* For with all its proud claims and assertions of attainment, 
Buddhismn does in effect deny the high capacities of man. 
The Brahmin ideal of absorption into the One Supreme 
Being was nobler and nearer truth. That Buddhism knows 
nothing of such absorption, if only because it admits no such 
Supreme Being, is now at last beginning to be understood. 
The Buddhist theory makes the fatal mistake of supposing 
that it is grand to have nothing and no one to look up to. 
The monk, if he has attained the further stages of his course, 
can look down, it is pretended, on deities and all that is 
divine. Sakra, prince of the gods, and the great Brahma 
himself, are supposed to pay homage to a monk. But this 
does not exalt the monk ; it takes away from him the oppor- 
tunity of being great. There is no reality about it; if it 
is a kind of greatness, it is one not compatible with humanity. 
Buddhism degrades man by denying that there is any being 
above him. A similar complaint may justly be made against 
that which Buddhism does propose as man’s final goal and 
aim, extinction or Nirvana. No language could be too strong 
to express the indignation with which a true sense: of human 
dignity rouses us to protest against this dreary calumny. 

“In view of such defects . . . I cannot, for my part, rank 
this system, regarded as a theory of human life and action, 
with the best of those which, apart from divine revelation, men 
have found.”—Cop.uston, Buddhism, c. 15. 


Note 5.—-MAHOMETANISM - 


“The writer of the Koran does indeed, if any discerner of 
hearts ever did, take the measure of mankind; and his 
measure is the same that Satire has taken, only expressed 
with the majestic brevity of one who had once lived in the 
realm of silence. ‘Man is weak,’ says Mahomet. And upon 
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that maxim he legislates. ‘God is minded to make His 
religion light unto you, for man was created weak.’ ‘God 
would make his religion an ease unto you’—a suitable 
foundation of the cude which followed, and fit parent of that 
numerous offspring of accommodations, neutralising qualifica- 
tions, and thinly-disguised loopholes to the fraud and rapacity 
of the Oriental, which appear in the Koran, and show, where 
they do appear, the author’s deep acquaintance with the be- 
setting sins of his devoted followers. The keenness of 
Mahomet’s insight into human nature ; a wide knowledge of 
its temptations, persuasives, influences under which it acts; a 
vast immense capacity of forbearance for it, half grave half 
genial, half sympathy half scorn, issue in a somewhat Horatian 
model, the character of the man of experience who despairs 
of any change in man, and lays down the maxim that we must 
take him as we find him. .. . The breadth and flexibility 
of mind that could negotiate with every motive of interest, 
passion, and pride in man is surprising; there is boundless 
sagacity ; what is wanting is hope, a belief in the capabilities 
of human nature. There is no upward flight in the teacher’s 
idea of man. Instead of which, the notion of the power of 
earth, and the impossibility of resisting it, depresses his whole 
aim, and the shadow of the tomb falls upon the work of the’ 
great false Prophet. 

“The idea of God is akin to the idea of man. ‘He knows 
us,’ says Mahomet. God’s knowledge, the vast experience, so 
to speak, of the Divine Being, his infinite acquaintance with 
man’s frailties and temptations, is appealed to as the ground 
of confidence. ‘He is the Wise, the Knowing One,’ ‘He is 
the Knowing, the Wise,’ ‘He is easy to be reconciled.’ 
Thus is raised a notion of the Supreme Being which is rather 
an extension of the character of the large-minded and sagaci- 
ous man of the world, than an extension of man’s virtue and 
holiness. He forgives because he knows too much to be 
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rigid, because sin universal ceases to be sin, and must be 
given way to. Take a man who has had large opportunity of 
studying mankind, and has come into contact with every 
form of human weakness and corruption; such a man is 
indulgent as a simple consequence of his knowledge, because 
nothing surprises him. So the God of Mahomet forgives by 
reason of His vast knowledge. The absence of the doctrine 
of the Atonement makes itself felt in the character of that 
Being who forgives without a Sacrifice for sin; showing that 
without that doctrine there cannot even be high Deism. So 
knit together is the whole fabric of truth ; without a sacrifice, 
a pardoning God becomes an easy God: and an easy God 
makes a low human nature. No longer awful in His justice, 
the Wise, ‘the Knowing one,’ degrades His own act of 
forgiveness by converting it into connivance; and man takes 
full advantage of so tolerant and convenient a master. ‘Man 
is weak,’ and ‘God knows him,’—these two maxims taken 
together constitute an ample charter of freedom for human 
conduct. ‘God knows us,’ says man; He knows that we 
are not adapted to a very rigid rule, He does not look upon 
us in that light, He does not expect any great things from us ; 
not an inflexible justice, not a searching self-denial, not a 
punctilious love of our neighbour; He is considerate, He is 
wise, He knows what we can do, and what we cannot do; He 
does not condemn us, He makes allowance for us, ‘He 
knows us.’ So true is the saying of Pascal that ‘without the 
knowledge of Jesus Christ we see nothing but confusion in 
the nature of God and in our own nature.’”—Moz.ry, Lamp- 
ton Lectures, Vil. 


NOTE 6 


As the doctrine of the Divine immanence is now some- 
times proclaimed as a substitute for that of the Incarnation, 
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it may be as well to point out that this is the exact converse 
of the Patristic view ; which regarded the former doctrine as 
the necessary ground-and presupposition of the latter, and the 
latter as the natural consequence of the former. Compare the 
following passages :— 

“The philosophers of the Greeks say that the universe is a 
great body; and rightly so. For we see it and its parts as 

objects of our senses. If, then, the Word of God is in the 
Universe, which is a body, and has united Himself with the 
whole and with all its parts, what is there surprising or absurd, 
if we say that He has united Himself with man also. For if it 
were absurd for Him to have been in a body at all, it would 
be absurd for Him to be united with the whole either, and to 
be giving light and movement to all things by His providence. 
For the whole also is a body. But if it become Him to unite 
Himself with the universe, and to be made known in the 
whole, it must beseem Him also to appear in a human 
body, and that by Him it should be illumined and worked. 
For mankind is part of the whole, as well as the rest, 
and if it be unseemly for a part to have been adopted as His 
instrument to teach men of his Godhead, it must be most 
absurd that He should be made known even by the whole 
universe. 

“For just as, while the whole body is quickened and 
illumined by man, supposing one said it were absurd that 
man’s power should also be in the toe, he would be thought 
foolish ; because, while granting that he pervades and works 
in the whole, he demurs to his being in the part also; thus 
he who grants and believes that the Word of God is in the 
whole universe, and that the whole is illumined and moved 
by Him, should not think it absurd that a single human body 
also should receive movement and light from Him. But if it 
is because the human race is a thing created and has been 
made out of nothing, that they regard that manifestation of 
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the Saviour in man, which we speak of, as not seemly, it is 
high time for them to eject Him from creation also ; for it 
too has been brought into existence by the Word out of 
nothing. But if, even though creation be a thing made, it is 
not absurd that the Word should be in it, then neither is it 
absurd that He should be in man. For whatever idea they 
form of the whole, they must necessarily apply the like idea 
to the part. For man also, as I said before, is a part of the 
whole. ‘Thus it is not at all unseemly that the Word should 
be in man, while all things are deriving from Him their light 
and movement and light, as also their authors say, ‘In him 
we live and move and have our being.’ So, then, what is 
there to scoff at in what we say, if the Word has used that, 
wherein He is, as an instrument to manifest Himself? For 
were He not in it, neither could he have used it; but if we 
have previously allowed that He is in the whole and in its 
parts, what is there incredible in His manifesting Himself in 
that wherein He is? For by His own power He is united 
wholly with éach and all, and orders all things without stint, 
so that no one could have called it out of place for Him to 
speak, and make known Himself and His Father, by means of 
sun, if He so willed, or moon, or heaven, or earth, or waters, 
or fire; inasmuch as He holds in one all things at once, and 
is in fact not only in all, but also in the part in question, and 
there invisibly manifests Himself. In like manner, it cannot 
be absurd if, ordering as He does the whole, and giving life 
to all things, and having willed to make Himself known 
through men, He has used as His instrument a human body 
to manifest the truth and knowledge of the Father. For 
humanity, too, is an actual part of the whole, and as mind, 
pervading man all through, is interpreted by a part of the 
body, I mean the tongue, without any one saying, I suppose, 
that the essence of the mind is on that account lowered, so 
if the Word, pervading all things, has used a human instru- 
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ment, this cannot appear unseemly. For, as I have said 
previously, if it be unseemly to have used a body as an in- 
strument, it is unseemly also for Him to be in the whole.’”— 
Atuanastius, De Jn. §§ 41, 42. 

“That Deity should be born in our nature ought not 
reasonably to present any strangeness to the minds of those 
who do not take too narrow a view of things. For who, when 
he takes a survey of the universe, is so simple as not to 
believe that there is Deity in everything, penetrating it, 
embracing it, and seated in it? For all things depend on 
Him who is, nor can there be anything which has not its 
being in Him who is. If, therefore, all things are in Him, 
and He in all things, why are they scandalised at the plan of 
revelation, when it teaches that God was born among men, 
that same God whom we are convinced is even now not 
outside mankind? For although this last form of God’s 
presence amongst us is not the same as that former presence, 
still. His existence amongst us equally both then and now is 
evidenced; only now He who holds together Nature in 
existence is transfused in ws; while at that other time He was 
transfused throughout owr nature, in order that our nature 
might by this transfusion of the Divine become itself divine. 
—GreG. Nys. Great Cat. 25. 

“*But the nature of man,’ it is said ‘is narrow and cir- 
cumscribed, whereas the Deity is infinite. How could the 
infinite be included in the atom?’ But who is it that says 
the infinitude of the Deity is comprehended in the envelopment 
of the flesh as if it were in a vessel? Not even in the case 
of our own life is the intellectual nature shut up within the 


boundary of the flesh. On the contrary . . . the soul by the 
movements of its thinking faculty can coincide at will with 
the whole of creation. . . . If, then, the soul of man although 


by the necessity of its nature it is transfused through the 
body, yet presents itself everywhere at will, what necessity is 
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there for saying that the Deity is hampered by an environ- 
ment of fleshly nature ?”—/d. 70. 10. 

An interesting statement of the immanence of Christ in 
the universe seems probably to be contained in the Oxyrhyn- 
chus “Saying of Jesus”: 

“Wherever there are two, they are not without God’s 
presence, and if anywhere one is alone, I say I am with him. 
Raise the stone, and there thou shalt find me; cleave the 
wood, and I am there.”—Lock and Sanpay, Sayzngs of Jesus. 


Nore 7 


Compare the text with the following definition of reality 
by one of our most recent philosophers :— 

“ Being is something Other than themselves which finite 
ideas seek. They seek Being as that which, if at present 
known, would end their doubts. Now Being is not some- 
thing independent of finite ideas, nor yet a merely immediate 
fact that quenches them. . . . Being involves the validity of 
ideas. . . . Yet mere validity, mere truths of ideas cannot be 
conceived as a bare universal fact. We wanted to find its con- 
creter content, its finally determinate form. . . . No finite idea 
can have or conform to any object, save what its own meaning 
determines, or seek any meaning or truth but its own meaning 
and truth. Furthermore, a finite idea is as much an instance 
of will as it is a knowing process. In seeking its own mean- 
ing, it seeks then simply the fuller expression of its own will. 
Its only Other is an Other that would more completely 
express it. Its object proves therefore to be, as proximate 
finite object, any fuller determination whatever of its own 
will and meaning. But as final object, the idea can have 
only its final embodiment in a complete and individual form. 
This final form of the idea, this final object sought when 
we seek Being is (1) a complete expression of the internal 
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meaning of the finite idea with which, in any case, we start 
our quest ; (2) a complete fulfilment of the will or purpose 
partially embodied in this idea ; (3) an individual life for 
which no other can be substituted. 

“Now in defining this complete life, in which alone the 
finite idea, as a passing thrill of conscious meaning, can find 
the genuine object that it means fully embodied, we have so 
far still used many expressions derived from the conception of 
mere validity. We have spoken of what this life would be 
if it were completely present. But having used these forms 
of expression as mere scaffolding, at the close we must indeed 
observe afresh that all validity, as an incomplete universal 
conception, needs another to give it final meaning. If there 
is validity, there is then an object more than merely valid 
which gives the very conception of validity its own meaning. 

. . We have now defined what this object is. It is an 
individual life, present as a whole, ‘fotum simul, as the 
scholastics would have said. This life is at once a system of 
facts, and the fulfilment of whatever purpose any finite idea, 
in so far as it is true to its own meaning, already fragmentarily 
embodies. This life is the completed will, as well as the 
completed experience, corresponding to the will and experi- 
ence of any one finite idea. 5 

“In its wholeness the world of Being is the world of 
individually expressed meanings—an individual life, con- 
sisting of the individual embodiments of the wills represented ~ 
by all finite ideas. Now #o de, in the final sense, means to 
be just such a life, complete, present to experience, and con- 
clusive of the search for perfection which every finite idea in 
its own measure undertakes whenever it seeks for any object. 
We may therefore lay aside altogether our zf and ¢hens, our 
validity and our other such terms, when we speak of the 
final concept of Being. What is, is for us no longer a mere 
Form, but a Life; and in our world of what was before mere 
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truth the light of individuality and of will have finally began 
to shine. ‘The sun of true Being has arisen before our eyes. 

“In finding this world have we not been already led to 
the very definition of the divine life?”—J. Roycr, Zhe World 
and the Individual, Lect. vii. p. 341. 


THE END 
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